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" PREFACE

This publication is one of a series of technical evaluation reports
issued by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory to document f

L]

evaluation findings for selecied products. The subject of this report f
!
18 Research Utilizing Problem Solving (RUPS}, an instructiondl system f

develpped in the Improving ‘feaching Competéncies Progra@. ’ f

This technical report presenté the data collected about the impgit
o§ the system on the classrooms of teachers trained in two RUPS work%hops.
The info?ﬁation is intended .to provide evidence related to the impact of
RUPS training on students. Although this informafion is primarily |
summative in nature, it should‘also help these who Day be considering
modifying the system to increase the likelihood of achieving impact ?n
students. ) o :

An institutional technic~l f;view ﬂas been copducted by Laborat&;y

specialists external to the Program and qualified evaluation consultants

external to the Laboratory have also reviewed this report.

A nies Bl

Lawrence D, Fish
Executive Director
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INTRODUCTION : . /

® The over\a1'1 goal of .l_:l'te. Improving Teaching Coml;el:encies Program /
"(ITCP) of the Northwest Regioﬁal Educational Labo.ral:ory (.NWREL) as
giveri in its Resource Allocation and Management Plan (ITCP, 1974) is;ﬁ

® - "To develop instructional systems for training school personnel in rj
process s}cills which will promote student self-ﬁnde}standins, self-y"

. f
sufficlency and independence.” The RAMP further -specifies that: r;}

@ These instructional systems will be competency
based low cost and mass ‘diffusible for preservice
and inservice training in: '(a)- supportive
curricular materials’whichgencourage pupils co '
be active learners; (b) verBhl behaviors that
enable students to derive® personally usable
® meanings for what they learn; (c) analyzing and :
. improving individual teaching styles and using ]
problem sovling processes; (d) using basic : i
oo interpersonal skills; (e) providing for continuous |
growth of ceachers and contributing to increased
functional capabilities of- organizations.

T e

-

¢ ' This report focuses on the Research Uti%izing Problem Solving (RUPS)
instructional system, one of several Instructional systems developed by
. the Improving Teaching Competencles Program in accordance with these
¢ , goals. Based upon summative evalua.ll:iou data, this technical repo).:t ':?--,
provides information and judgments for the benefit of potential ugers b
. "of the system, i
® *
Purpose of the Technical Rggorl:
This document reports on the outcome phase of the process. ployed
@ . in the development of RUPS., The development of this instructional sys-
tem was based on;ra model which divides the work flow into five phases: )
Planning, Pilot, Interim, Field Test, ané _Oul:cofe.. Each phase consists
_. of specified'develogmepl:, evaluaction, and field relacion activicies
which differ according to the phase under consideration. A brief
‘description of the mo.del is provided'i;l Appendix A. . ‘
&
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. ; . ®
Tn the final o;: outcome phase, it is assu;ned that the development N
of the instructional systém has been completed, and Interest is

focused on a summative evaluation of the system's ability to produce ®

not only specified short-term cutcomes, but also long-term outcomes,

Short—-term outcomes include the éategories of participant sat:ls'fit‘:t‘:l.on,‘

-

skill acquisition, awareness, and immediate performance change. Long- e

. term outcomes include retention of; knowledge and :Lnfomation,.and' the

F] 3

general impact of the -instructional system on secondary audiences such

3

[ -

as students and/or peers. In this sense, the terms impdct study” and ®

*

‘I "outcome ev§luation" are used interchangeably throughout this report.
The purposﬁe' of l:.l\'lis technical report, thep: is to pre‘sent the
results of the outcome evaluation/impact study. Althoughl t’he evaluation ®
was conducted pri;narily for the purpose of assessing the l;ng-yterm ‘ -
outcomes of RIS, some short-term outcomes are also addressed. The
technical report of the outcome evaluation of the RUPS inétructional
system wili rfulfill the contractual agreements of the Improvir;g Teaching

Competencies Proéram of NWREL with its funding agency, particularly '

those agreements related to the development and evaluation of RUPS.

‘ \
Audiences for the Technical Report ) '

Se\feral potential audiences have been considered in the planning ®
and implementation of the ocutcome evaluation of the RUBS system and in
the preparation of this report. .Il: is anticipated that the information

s

contained 1in tl{is evaluation report _will be relevant to the concerns ) ] ®

of three groups:

1. Personnel in the Improving Teaching Competencies Program at
at NWREL who are responsible for possible revisions or

e

extensions of the systems ‘@

11 A ®
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2.

' ]

Educators who may potentially use the system and who need
valid. and reliable information in crder to choose among

' ' ingervice educational alternatives, These educators may
include the teachers who desitre to become workshop partici-
pants, curriculum specialists, 'or those who provide I:raining
opportunicies for teachers

Members of the National Institute of Education (NIE) who

ronitor the progress aud assess the quality of cutput from
the Improving Teaching Competencles Program

Report Format - i

This report is o:ganized into four chapters. The firsc chapter
described the RUPS action-research model, as well 3s the hiscory.
objectives, and i:o'mponents of this instructional sysctem.
c.hapl:er briefly ocutlines l:he: impact‘sl:udy/oz.ll:come evaluation; the
evaluation procedqres,;methodology,‘1ns:rumen:s and data analyses are
described, énd the rélevant evaluation questions are presented.

third chapter preseunts and discusses the)\results of the impact study.

The ghnrth chapter presents a summary of findings and results.

The second'r .

The -

*




CHAPTER ONE: DESCRIPTION OF THE ‘RUPS INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM

’

L'y . Rationale for the Develc‘;gnen-t: of the RUPS. System ) )
In 1965 Miles identified "problem_ solving adequacy” as a Key
variable for "organizat:ion;]_. health." In 1967 the Flint Yc;t:lth Study .
® (Lippitt) of the University ‘of Michigarl cited action research procedt:lres
emphasizing a.l'l objective data 'ba;e for decision making as a primary.
need for school :;l'ilst:ric.t personnei. In 1\9‘71 Crloss,_report:ed a study at

® .the AERA annual meeting which showed t:hat: principal's decision-making

patterns are react:ive, rapid and probably st:rongly influenced by -
‘ subordinat:es. SR . ‘
3 L

bt Studies such ds ,these were taken as_evidence of the need for the -

LS T —— PR,

; development: of a systematic approach toc problem solving as a means of

encouraging improvement® in schools. While numerous new teaching

.h
«o

@ strategies \and mat:erials have been intréduced ‘Lrito t:he schools, they

!
¥
\

.t -  have had t:he eff=ct: of allowing teachers more freedom and perhaps

- B Al

—_ \ providing more pressure to attend to the funct:ions of analyzing,

® -‘ "\ diegnosing and :l.dent:ifying generdl problem areas as well as individual
\\le;rner pr_oblems. HoweveT, the st:udies ment:ione::l al_)ove indicated that

'\gzore- structured work was needed in these difficult funct:ional. areas.

o - These studies also implied that educators needed instructiom not only

in developing skills of ai"lalysrs, -diagnosis, and identification of

problem areas, but also in integrating and applying their knowledge to

+

® initiate iaiprovemenCS in their educational environments.

"Based on this informaticn, the developers of Research Utilizing

-

" Probiem So'iving (RUPS) concluded that an instructional system was

needed which would. deal with st:rat:é'gi‘ee for relevant problem solvi_ng. '

-

.and could be readily a::lapted to the needs of both teathers and students.

q . . a - i
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The RUPS'instructional system was thus developed to aid the improvement
of the probiem soiving capacity of the schools and school personnel.

It was the intent of the developers that the problem solving procedures
éUPS oEfers would contribute to the improvement of the general quality

of education as well as provide a means for increased individualization

" and other forms of instructional imprcvement.

The RUPS Process N

RUPS‘was designed as a low-cost magss-diffusible instructional -
system intended to improve the problem solving effectiveness of educators

and people working in related capacities The targe# population for RQPS‘

is primarily teachers and administrators However, school board members,

pgrgprofessioqglasip:ofessorsymapd—state-departmenr‘bf"eaﬁcafidnii

- personnel may also derive some benefit from-RUPS. Generally, RUPS 1s
- . -

intended to be of use to any members of the above groups who have a

problem teey are worzing on, or a problem ;hich is of concern ts them .
An artion—research model forms the basis ef RUPS. The RUPS instruc~

tisnal system was designed re help educators plan and manage learning

experlences more efficienriy by providirg training in actidn-researeh

proée&ﬁres. - The ptoéedure; involve learning and using skills in applying
objective-data and research findings to solve local problems and to -
achieve improvqnents in schools and classrooms. .

The RUPS action-research process 1s- intended to be applicable’when
rhe problem solver senses a problem, but 1s unclear about the kind of
outcome thét is required o; desired. The process 1s based or a 5-step
sethod of problem‘solving. These steps are:

1. Identify a concern

2. Diagnose the situation ' 5

14




\\ 3. Consider action alternatives !
4. Test selected alternatives
.5, Adopt and diffuse
The first step involves applying available knowledge and consist?
of identifying the problem in terms of who or what causes it and who
or what is affécséﬁ by it. Step two demands a thorough diagnosis of
the problem sitqation. The varioul forces that work for or against
perpetuagion-of tﬁé problem are considered in this step. Once the

relevant forces have been identified, in step three action alternatives

‘l\

ﬁre formulated. This is accomplished through bEainstorming--é kind of
. avalanche-style verbal%zation of ideas. Bfainstorm}ng is followed by ‘

—— Eeasébi&iGQDEesbing7—~During—steﬁ*four;“brainstcrmed*iﬂéas—aréﬁéﬁﬁﬁiﬁéﬁ“”“"*“

to determine which one(s) might work best. ?he final step include the
adoption and diffusion of the alternative(s) identified during brain-
storminé. A possiﬁle result of these actions ﬁay be the generation aﬁ{
identification of new knowledge and ;oncern(s) which n curn may be
ﬁled to ldentify ofher problems. Thus’, the entire RUPS process is

cyclical., RUPS is intended tdhbe a problem-solving process that .not

"

onlf offers logical solutions to problems but is also effective in

uncovering problems that may, in é%sense, be %amoﬁ}iaged by related

-

concerns.

Goals and Objectives of the RUPS System
: The previous section briefly described the action-research process

which forms the basis of the RUPS instructional éystem. The overall -

. goal. of RUPS is:

The improvement of educational systems by using problem
solving processes to identify problems and generate and

. effect solutions that are relevant to the needs of both
local school systems and individuals

R
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To accomplish this end, RUPS has two main objectives:l

-
-

» To introduce dndinstruct participants in the use of
. the RUPS process as a means of working toward improve-
- ments in their- chool setting

. ~ To provide patcicipants with opportunicies to.
’ experiment  with and experience ways of increasing
teamwork skills that can facilitate problem solving
* in school environments

The developers of RUPS identified a number of activities which
focus on’ the skills and behaviors expected to be demonstrated by
educgtors participating in RUPS training. Since these activitids form
Eha.Qasis of tﬁ; 5-st;p RU?S prbcess, performance of these activities

£ . N
is necessary for the accomplishment of the goals and objectives of the

4 +
€

_system. The activities have thus been oﬁganized by the evaluators and

————~—-—developers-of--the--system to coriespond to thewtéo:gbjectives—scated—“—mhw—wm
X .

*above., This presentation 1s not intended to be prescrip;ive,.no} are

the two categories mutually exclusive. Rather, the activities can be
loosely caqgg;rized in terms of: (a) thosé that emphasize the develop-
men:“of specific ;askrorientgd gkills and bghaviors rélated to the
action-research techniques and procedutes, and (B) those that emphasize
the development ofiinterpersgnal (teamwork) skills and behaviors. The
activities that comprise the RUPS process are: ' ] -

%
1. Task‘orientation skills:

*

Applying the four guldeline criteria for writing a problem
statement

lprevious development and evaluation documents have idencified ocher
statements as the’objectives, goals and purposes of the RUPS system.
It is the opinion of the authors that these differences are basically
semantic and no real difference of opinion as to the goals of this
system exists. ~The authors feel, however, that the organization and
presentation of goals and objectives in this section offers a more
coherent and logically consistent plcture of the intent of the RUPS
instructional system than given earlier. :

-

16 -~




Using force-field diagnostic’ techniques
Selecting and creating instruments.for data gathering
Spotting and analyziﬁg major results of data collected

Using criteria for deriving implications from research
findings

Applying guidelines for planning and implementing action
alternatives

Evaluating solution plans
Planning 5 backhome project .
Conducting a backhome RUPS projég: !

Brainstoiming action alternatives to meet implicacions
derived from findings

2.  Interpersonal (teamwork) skills:

L]

. Paraphrasing interpersonal communications
Diagnosing teamwork relations

‘Identifying one’s personal style of operationalizing
dimensions of teamwork behaviors

Ueilizing concepts ‘and skills of giving and receiving
feedback

v

Using the RUPS or actior -research process, teachers and students .

L

can adapt the above activities to promote improvements in classrooms

and schools more effevti?ély.

-

Content of the RUPS System——A Brief Description ’ s

The RUPS instructional system was designed to -provide training
forbeducators in skills of using objective data and research findings
as théy apply a process of action-research tq achieve local improve-
ments. This tra?ning is accoﬁg}ished by guiding participants‘througﬁ

T

a structured sequence of subsets or units, each consisting of a series

of concept papers, group discuésions, and exercises. These units are

designed with the intent of developing the participants' knowledge

17
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and abilities to apply this process to the identification and diagnosis
" of classroom, school or peer-related problems.

The instructional strategy of the RUPS systewn 1s based on a pattern . \ (Y

f

of repeated objective diagnosi-s carried ocut in gmall training groups of

three or six persons. The knowledge galned through this process provides

the basis for the selection and design of actionm plans to splve the ' (Y
identified problems. A simulation exercise provides opportunities for

participants to practice skills in training groups _and learn to observe \

aIId improve their actual teamwork behawgiors in the workshop setting. ' @

In other words, participants train edch _‘o‘ther using criteria provided
in the materials. Basic :Lnl:grpersona_l and grgﬁp teamwork skills are

. stressed in relation to the participants’ efforts to apply the RUES o

’
1
»

problem solving process to the siﬁulal;:l.on problem. '

In the simulation, the -workshop participants learn to use the RUPS . '

v . +

mo;lél ;-s they: ~ : ; ®

. Help Mrg. Jones analyze her classroom situation in which the
students apparently do not want to learn :

Select data gathering instruments and process results of data ’ -
gathered to redlagnose the problem . . @

»

m a plan to enable her chi‘ldren to become more active learners

The "Mrs. Jones" simulation :l.s ; primary training tool for the
presentation of the RUPS i:rocess. The siﬁulation and the ac¢ompanyi;13 o
activities and discussions provide opportunities for RUPS participants

to familiarize chemselves with the S-step pfocess, gain e:&perience

and understanding in the use of ‘specific action-research procedures and
techniques, and ghare their knowledge with their training group.
Once a number of subsets are completed participants begin to

.concentrate on their own real problem$ by planning a AUPS project to

»
.

. -

10
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be implemented in thelr own schools, thus working toward whatever goals

are relevant to them personally.
¥

Alchough the vehicle for communicating informgtion and directing
activities remains relativelf stable in the RUPS system (i.e., the use
of concegt papers, structured activities related to the simulation, and
group discussions to convey information), each suhset differs.from the

others in terms of both its sﬁecific objective(s) and content. For

further inforwation, refer to the RUPS leader’p manual as well as previous

[

development and eyaluation plans (Butman, Jung and Rothlind, 1972).

Prpduct Design

-

A total of 33% training hours 1s required to complete tﬁe‘RUPS

ST R U
instructional system. Training is comducted in a workshép setting.

The inscructional strategy calls for one 27%-hour workshop and two’
three-nour followup sessions held six and twelve weeks subsequent to
tra‘r;ng. ' * : e ‘ ‘ -
The RUFQ instructionél sygiem is composed of 16 sequentiq} and
cumulative subsets of training units. The participant's manual is
afranged in accordance with tﬂis sequence. The developers of RUPS warn

agalnst identifying.adﬂ isolating specific activicies and concepts from

the system since it should result ir the loss of certain features buillt

into the system for the expressed purpose of reiﬁforciﬁg‘previously
learned knowledge and_eff;cting an integration of chat-knowledge with
new. knowledge. For this reason, the system's developers emphasize ics
cumulative and sequent{al nature and caution agg;nst aﬁy deviation‘from
the prescribed inqtructional strategy.i

The time allotted for the completion of each unit vaties; the

k4

average time 1s approximacely two hours per unit. Each training unic

- e ll




begins with a statement of the subset's purpose and objectives. There
is ther ;n agenda or list of steps the participants will go through to
complete the unit. The information in each gubset 1s conveyed through
the uge of concept papers, activities, and group exercilses.

o N At the beginning of the workshop, the leader distributes a set of
materials to each participant. The materials inclqde a booklet on data
gathering instruments (Fox, Luszki and Schmuck, 1966) and the iraining
manual which contaiﬁs all the handouts with the egcepti;n of those
concerned with the simulation. These latter handouts are'removed_from
each.maﬁual and are distributed’by the leader at the approprilate times

‘indicated in the leader's instrhctional strategy. (The leader’s manual

» -

differs from the trainees’ manual dnly in that the leader’s manual

a

includes éﬁiinstructional strategy_for each step:.)

"
=i

The fnstructional strategy 1s very speéific concerning the Lea?t;'g
role in thé training. The workshop leader 1is ;esponsible for giving
directions,’passing out materials, presénting charts, reviéwing th;i
agenﬁa of .each subset and clarifying instructioﬁs. kThe leader operates
.a tape recorder in the early training unfts, times the exercises and
occasioﬁally leads ; grouﬁ discussion concerning the progress of the

.o workshop. The design of the in?trqctionql sygtem does not call for the
.wbrhshop.leader to be an expert in either the RUPS'process or teamwork
skills., The instructional strategy does not include any activities
where the leader directly instructs the participants in the skills they

\,

are learning. Instruction is provided by the interaction of the

-

participants with each other in the exercises. >

W

- st

The instructional strategy-for each training unit 1s in the

leader’'s manual. It includes a listing of the steps and the materials

needed for each, the approximate amount of time each step should 'take

12
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Develophental

to be completed, an& detalled directions for the participants. To aid

the ‘leader's pfeparation, there is’additional information concerning __  ._ .|
the specific intent of each activity and steps within each subset.

This includes a statement ;f purpose for the subset, the objectives,

the rationale for the iﬁclusion of "each step as 1t 1s found in the

design, and a 1list of all materlals for the subset.

Continuous active participation f{s effected during the workshop

through the use of the s%mulation described earlier. The simulation

Ll

1s geated primarily to teachers at the elementary school level and
experience. The entire déesign emphasizes participant practice with

skills of the 5-3:25 RUPS problem solving prﬁcess.

< -
e
Yo

History of RUPS

»
\ 1

The original‘pfototype for RUPS was created over a 3-~year- period
bgtween‘1966 and 1969. Many of the basic Concepts ih RUPS were derived
from earlier work ?f_Kur: Lewin which were then transmicted by
Ronald Lippict to the senlor developer, Charles Jung. Mark Cheslé;
and Roberct Fox at the Center for Research on the Ucilization of
Sgiencific Knowledge of the InstiEute fér Social Research,'University
of Michigan, provided importa;t contribdutions to the development of the _
inétructienal‘sySEem by exploring the ‘assumptions of this traini;g '

design. Much of the Interpersonal content of the gsystem and generaliza-

N L

tions underlying the design were derived from the work of the Cooperative i

Project for Educational Development (COPED) of the National Training
) 7 * i'}

Laboratories.

The f£irst éttémpt to implement a‘compléte design of.the RUPS
instructional system was made in collaboration with the National Board

of Education of the Methodist Church. The next opportunity to further
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develop the system came in connection with the COPED project. Funding

was provided by the Research Training Branch of the United States Office

of Béucation: Training during this seage uas sonducted with the Brosilys,  ~ T %
. Jackson, Levonia, and Detroit public school districts of Michigan.
In 1968, Ifhe National Association of Classroom Teachers (ACT)
supported the testing of the instructional éyst at three successive ¢
annual conventions. It was at this time that the "Mrs. Jones” simula- ¢
tion was 'introduced into the training design. An attempt also Was made “:—E"-.
to further explicate the system through an analysis of the objectives ¢
of the training. This study was conducted by R:eﬁé Pino under the ‘ ..
supefvision of Robert and Elizabeth Corrigan. The Corrigans conducted '
.a.-major field -eva-lua-l:~i"5 n of—RUPS-as part-of—an —ESEA*Tir]:e_i‘I‘I“i:roj ect b
in the Atascaderé, California, public schools. ‘
‘On the basis of their experiences with the RUPS instructional Systems .
in the contexts described above, the de@elopers decided to ﬁake seve;al i
revigions in the training materials. Several of the concept papers
were rewritten, the roler‘of group dynamics in the training was emphasized, ®

and the section on the backhome'improvement project was added.

.The final revisions of the‘materials were accomplished in 1970 by a
cooperative v.en’l:ure' involving Northwest Regional Educatior;al Laborator:tr, °
Nal:ion;i Education AssociaE:Lon, Or*egon‘Educal:ion Asbocistion, Washingl.".::n -

Eﬁucation !:ssocial:ion and Central Washington State College. The r_esull:hing

product was entitled Research Utilizing Ppoblem Sblving: bZassroom

. o
Version. A companion edition for administrator's“wgs entitled Research '
UtéZizing Proble;r Solving: Administrator's Version. A ficld test for
this RUPS version was conducted :L_n‘ 1971, These resull:s. have been reported .*
in Pechnical Report No.-7: Regearch Utilizing Problem Solving (Butman,
Jung and Rothlind, 1972). '
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CHAPTER TWO: ~DESIGN OF THE IMPACT STUDX

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the evalution design

for the RUPS outcome evaluation/impact study. Implementation decisions
A . .

concerning the design of the RUPS impact study were influenced by a”
variety of situatioEsl sonstraints. As a result, the evaluation design
as it was implemented differs from the design ?roposed fpr shis impact
study. |

There are four sections in this chapter. The major evaluation

.questions are glven in Section I. Section II discusses the instruments .

used in this study. The subjects of the study are described in

: Section III, and the procedures uséd in carryingﬂout the impact study

~ will be discussed in Section IV. A -

Iy

“.

Evsluation"Queszishs S

o

This sectibq lists the major fong-term spd shsrt—term outco%f
questions to be addressed in cthis repors. The focusrof shese questions
1s on participant satisfaction, use and subsequsnt effects of the ‘
knosledge and skills lesrned by participants in RIUPS rathér than on’ the
" mere acquisition of knowledge and skills. :The questions have evolved

from discuss@ons with program developers about their intent for the
RUPS }nstructional system ans grom analysis by program evaluators of
what would provide rigorous, ;st reasonable, teats of the syssem.
It is assume& that all of these questions, which have been sorted
into two categosieslin Table 1, wiil be of interest to boqh developers
and potential users of the instructional system. The sources of
information and the data collection metpods are-identified in Table 1;

on the right side of the page the procedures for analyzing and reporting

information for each evaluation question are designated.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 1

Evaluation Questions for the RUPS Impact Study

-

Daca Analysis end
v v Collection Repotcing
Queetione Information Methode Procedures
Quentione Related o the Juality ond ) .o )
Acceptability of the Comrent, Strategine, .
and Hazerials for the Inesructional Syetem .
Do tcalnees cepoLe satiefection with the RyPs - “JFoscrceining Bescciptive
content, eccecegies and maceciels.of che » Traineon Quescionnaice | Summacy
RUPS inetructional syeCenm?
‘0o thees perceprions pereier .ovet o Followup Bescriprive
J=nonch peciod? Questionpaice | Summacy,
. . c~Tasce
Do ccainees petceive the’ ccaining in FUPS RUES Postttaining | Peactiprive
as being ueeful and appllcobl.o ¢ cheic Traingee Questionnaice | Summavy
wolk? . N
Do these p:ocoduuo peceier over a Followup Besctiprive
-monch pecicd? Questisnnaice | Susmacy,
. c=-Teecs .
Whetr ace cthe eide effecca chat cesulr from Obesrvecs, Informal Susmary of
cthe ues of tha system? . . Evalustore, Obestvacions, | Findinge
Users Weekly Log
Doee AUPS compete sdvantagecusly to ERIC Licecetuca. Summaty of
competitive waye‘of meering che pame Seerch Findinge
ou:cq-n objectives? .
Quatime R.Laud to Lofg-Range Tra:n‘.ng
Effecte .
Accicudinel Effecte
Do crainess’ peccepcions of cheir wotking RUPS %sl:l:l..{nltl‘ c=Teecs
undececending of the mateciel chenge over Treinees and Followup .
~ @ J-month pericd? . Quescionpaices
Do RYPS treiness change in theic AUPS Problem t=Teere '
otientatione towstd ptoblem eolving? Teeinesa Solving
5 ’ Ociencacion
Quescionnaice
Do UF5 tteinees becoms more eble to RUPS Problem Pech Analyeis
tdencify problems chat need ertencion and Teainees, Solving -~
mote willing to errend Lo probles eolving Compacison Ociencacion .
in a eyetematic way than do teschere who Group Quescionnaice
L have not tacelived ::al.nl.ng?
’ l.hnvloul !ff."l:’.
Do RUPS ::oinuo diecuse cheir problem RUPS Weakly Log Descriprive
esolving knowledge and .un. in theict Treinees - Sunmary
local echoole? .
E
Do RUFS tceiness uee thaic problem . BUPS Weekly Log Pescciprive
solving knowledge and ekille 1ln cheic R ‘l‘rol.nug Summaty
local echoole? . w
Impect on Secondety Groupe: '
- Does RUPS ctcaining tesult in changes in RUFS Schaol ~ c=Tesce
clesetoon clisece? Treinees Activicies :
. Queecionnaice
Do AUPS ttainees involve thair studenta Students of School Pach Analyeis|
in problem solving eccivicies mote than RUFS Activicies
do Cteechets who have not tveceived training? | Trainees, Questionneice LI
2 Students of
Compatison
I Group
Teschers
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The pattern of relationships among cutcome measures is addressed
through the technique of path analysis (Spaeth, 1975). Evaluating the
impact of teacher training on-students often requires the definition of
a sequence of outcome measures which allow the training activities to
be linked with sctudént outcomes. When there are well defined student
objectives; evaluating .the impact of teacher training is straightforward.

If ;tudent objectives are missing, ags they were for RUFS, evalua-
tors must use what information iq-available to infer a sequence of
training effects. Such an inferred sequence of effects‘bgars a strong
}esemblance to model building. It follows chat.bt?luacing the évaluators’
model becomes a significant aspect of th; scgdy.

Path analysis is an analytic technique.useful in explicating ‘the
evaluators' ;ssumptions and in empirically evaluating its efficacy.

It also has potential for formative evaluation as it may help identify
"weak links"” in the chain of effects expected to.result froﬁ trqiningl
It was for these reasons that path anafysis was used in<the péeseﬁc

evaluation study. . L .

»

Instrumentation: "

The formats and purposes-of the instruments used for the collection
of data wi;i be discussed in this‘section. All ‘questionnaires with the
exception of the School Activities Questionnaire (SAQ) were-administered
and exblained by the evaluator observing the workshop. Sample coples of
all instruments can be found in Appendix B. " .

_Background Questionnaire. This instrument was developed by

evaluation staff of the Impraving Teaching Competencies Program to
asgegs various demographic and attitudinal variables of participants.

The variables under consideration were: age,'sex, employment posicion,

> ' 17
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educational backsrqﬁnd, previous workshop experience, expectations for
the workshop, and reascns for attending the workshop. Lesponses were
written directly on the questionnaire and were 1a£ef processed by
trained coders.

Problem Solving Orientation Questionnaire (PS0Q). This instrument

was designed as a paper-and-pencil self-report measure of the orilenta-.
tion of teachers toward problem solving. In the questionnaire
;esﬁondenta are presente& with a variety of r;alistic problem situations
and asked to estimate the probability ;f their behaving or reacting in a
manner consistent with the view of problem sclving advocated through

RUPS training. Responses to items are made ‘on a S5-point multiple-choice

" scale identical to cthat in the following sample item: -

Suppose something has gone wrong iIn your school-~
. something that affects everyone and has everyone

upset. What 'are the chances that You would remain
\ quiet and walt for others to analyze che problem?

1. Almost none (less than'a 10 percent chance)
2, Maybe (about a 25 percent chance) ' '
3. Possibly (about a 50 perceut chauce)
. 4. Almost always (about a 73 percent chance)
5. Definitely (greater tham a 90 percent chance)

The items frgm the PSOQ.were categorized according to two classifi~
1 .
cation schemes determined by the content of the situation presented in
[+ %

the item stem. The fir;t classifization scheme divides the s .aations
\ .

described in the PSOQ into two categories: (a) situations dealing

'}}imafily with interpersonal relationships, and (b) situations dealing

primarily with task accomplishments. v

-
£

. The sécond clasaification scheme also divides the situations
deséribed im the PSOQ into two categories: (a) situations velated to

classroom problem solving activities, and (b) situations related to




5 .
nonclass;ogg problem selvipg activities. Seores for each set of items v
were the sum of the re;penses to eaeh item within that category.
Two.d;velopers ef the RUPS inscructional system and four-evalﬁators
who had never received RUPS training wefe instrumental in assigning the
items to the categories described above. Each developer and evaluator
received a complete PSOQ, with each-iteu prinped'on an index card. g
They wefe instructed to work indeperdently and a;sige items eealiné

with task accomplishment or interpersonal relationships. ITtems which

retest reliabilities were based upon pretest and posttest administrations

:he—eveiueeefs—ead—éeveléiefs—eeuld~not unanimously agsign to these

: . - 4 .
two categories were not scored. Of the thirty-one iteme}n»the PSOQ, i

"%

only two were eliminated because of lack of unanimity. Twelve itens - . a
were clagsified as'taeﬁs and sevenceen as interpersonal relationships.

The gsame procedure of sorting cerdg was followed for the classroom
and nonclassroom categories. -Twelve items were -placed in the classroom
» o . - e— '
situ.ction category, seventeen items were placed in the nonclassroom
i . i

>

situation category, and two items were deleted due to lack of unanimity
Data from a Tample of 87 téachers who reSponded to the PSOQ were

uged to calculate splic-half reliabilities,_which were corrected with

.the Spearman Brown Prophecy formula. These-B? teachers were either

y . . :
participants in RUPS, participants in two other NWREL wqrkshops, or

members of the control group used in the present study. Their pretest

| L]
.

data were used to calculate the split half reliabilities.

¥,
.In addition ;ﬁ the split half reliabilities, ‘test-retest reliabili- -

ties were ccmputed with the same group of 87 teachers. Since the test- -

designed to assess training effecté: the test-retest reliabilifies should
be interpreted as conservative estimates 6f:stability: Table 2 includes

both the split half and test-retest reliabilicy estimates.
o, | B 19
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, » Table 2
Reliabilities of }SOQ Scales " .

PSOG Scale Splic Half Test-Retest

Task Accomplishment ) d1 61

Interpersonal Relationships,‘ i .37 44 :
Classroom Situation : .60 ' .61

Nonclassroom Situation .38 . YA

Total Score ° L - .59

The task accomplishment and classroom situation scales were more

-

rreliable than_the:interpergonal rélationships scale or the nonclassroom

gituation scale. The former two scales are more useful for evaluation
ﬁu;poses. The test-retest reliability for &he’total.score on the PS0Q
show; moderate stabllity for an instrument of this type. -
Since ;tems appeared in more chan one scale acrogs clagsification
schemes-(but not within ﬁlassification schemes) 1t is only appropriate

fo examine scale ;ntercorfelations within clagsification schemes. Ihe .

Pearson product moment correlation between the task accomplishment ind

A

b:lnterpersonal relationships gscale was .55 for tﬁe pretest data and .54

for the posttest data. ;he classroom situation scale and the nonclass-
room situation scale were i;tercorrelated .32 on the pretgst and .34 for-
the posttest. These correlations are statistically -significant at th;
.05 level or greater, It is notewé;thy that the pretesk intercorrela~
tions and posttest intercorrelations between gBe two scales 1n each

classification scheme were almost identical. Further information on the

pgychometric properties of the PSOQ is presented in Appendix C.

School Activicies Qggpt}onnaire (S54Q). The SAQ %g a multiple-choiee

questionnaire designed to measure various aspects of clagsroom climate.

20
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The SAQ used in this eyaluation study was based upon the Student

Activities Questionnaife, an instrument under development by the

Inst{tute for Behavioral Research in {.eativity, (Ellison, Callner and

Fox, 1972). It was composed of four of the original eight subscales.

Four subscales were chosen as being most sensitive to the problem solving

behaviors of the teacher, based on information of how past trainees had

» cl

used the training in their classroom. The subscalesvwgr8= (a) reinforce~

ment of self-concept, (b) individualization of instruction, (c) democratig

& : S L .
classroom control, and (d) classroom participation. ‘ 7

3

The follawing is a description of the subscales and scores used

in the SAQ. The items in each subscale were keyed on an a priori

Pl

jﬁdgmental basis directed toward the critical concept behind.each sub~

gscale. The scere ‘for each subscale 1s a total of all item scores “in .

' -

- 2

that subscale.

o 1. Reinforcement of Self—Concept. This score measures the

student’'s perception of the’ amount of‘positive feedback received

,by the student, either through personal contact or structured

clasg activities. It I8 also a measﬁre of the student's feelings . .~ e
/___....-’ . . L
. : .. P
concerning the feedback. Students with high scores in ggia—af@;' /
/"\/ - - ‘

indicate that theilr teacher frequently :alks to them iﬁgiziffally .

.about thelr work, offers 2ncouragement for difficult taSRSrhﬂ_H__‘_h“

-

glves frequent positive feedback for good performances. _Ihese
students also report that they feel encouraged‘wﬁgh;they receive

feedback and consequently develop pride in ‘their séhool work. 1Im

addicion to positive teaqhet contact, students also/report th;E théy

!

have frequent class activities where they have the cpportumity to

give each other feedback regarding good work. ~

\‘. : 21
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activities they enjoy. They further indicate that the difficulty

made through the'joint effort of teacher and studéntg. They .also

K

2. Individualization 'of Instructioﬁ. 'This score measures the

extent that students perceive theilr teachers as sensitive to their
own individual needs, pi‘pgress, and goals. High gcores in thi$ area . ¢
reflect students who talk privately wiéh their teachers.about them-

selves and their school work and report that their teachers are

sensitive to thelr strengths and weaknesses and the kinds of

levelJof their clésswork‘is neither too hard nor too easy and that
activities are most often individualized to meet the needs and ¢
abilities of each student.

-

3. Democratic Classroom Control. This score 1s a measure of

student input into classroom decision making, planning of individual,

activities and enforcement of rules. Students with high scores in

this area report that they are allowed frequent input through

d;scugsions and plahning activities and that such decisions are
indicate that thelr teacher will permit a nocilsy classroom during'
many aétivitiea and stresses student participation rather than
authoritarian contrel.

4. Classro?n Participation. This score measures ;;udent
paqticipag;on in classroom activities. The individuallitqms in Iz
the score involve frequency of classroom discussions, number of
students that typically participate;‘and-opportunities_for parti-
cipation.in‘the classroom. High scores in this area indicate
frequent class discussions and activities where many students are

called upon or given the opportunity to speak. They also indicate

thaf students have the opportunity to work with a ?ariety of other




*

o

P

. : )
students on group’ projects and are often given the opportunity

to teach each other.

5. (Climate Composite. This score was an unweighted sum of

the four scalés of the S5AQ.~, Reliabilities for the’four SAQ -scales

and the climate composite were calculated on data collected in the

present investigation by two techniques. The intraclass correla-

_ tion (Haggard, 1?53) which 1s a simultaneous measure of within

Pl

classroom agreement ;nd,between classroom variabllity was used as

M

the ?irst measure of‘reliability. These reliabilities are shown

in Table 3. The intraclass correlation coefficient is a function

-

Tabhle 3

“ Reliabilities of SAQ Scales

-

o

Intraclass Corgglatioﬁs

SAQ-Scale Test-Retest? Preb Post®
Reinforcement of .28% . 36%% o 27%
Self-Concept
Democratic {lassroom LA5R% L T9RA "L 724k
Control )
Individualization of 512 .21 .3344
Instruction i
Classroom Participal:i'oﬁ JS9R% T2%% J58%%
Climate Compoaite LG2RR LSTRR LG9RE

ANumber of classrooms = 73, number
umber of classrooms = 84, number
CNumber of classrooms = 73, nimber

*p < ,05.
#%p < 0L,

of students = 1213,
of students = 1499/
of students = 1213,

of within group and between group variation of student responses

and constitutes a measure of consistency or reliability. As such,

it is a measure of reliability using the classroom’as the unit of

*

analysis. Intraclass correlations were computed for both the.

31
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pretraining data and the posttraining data. The second reliability

egtimate used was a standard test-retest reliabllity. As 1s true

for the PSOQ reliabilities discussed above, these test-retest | . :
reliabilities must be considered as cdhservative estinates because

of the {ntervening treatment. SAQ reliabilities estimated are

presented in Table 3. An inEercorréiﬁtiBn matrix including the four

scales and the climate composite from the SAQ and 13 other climate

“F

scalés used in the evaluation of: Improving Teﬁching Competencies

Program workshops is presented in Appendix D.

Posttraining Questionnaire. The purpose of this questionnaire was

to, assess participants’ perceptions 5f their learning experience. Tttems )
were grouped to measure specific areas. These areas reiagid to ka) judg-

T

ments about the success of the workshop in achieving its goals, (b) self-
report of understanding of conceptual materials and acquisition of skills,

and (c) feelings about the usefulness of'thaﬂworkshop for self and others.

&

"Part I of the questignnaire is composed of statements concerning

1

the success of the workshop in meeting its goals. Participants ’

responded on a S-point rating scale ranging from 1 ("not at all

kv

successful").to 5 ("cqmpletely successful').

e.Part 11 consisted of a 1ist of activ%fies and skills, Participants
N r _

_‘were asked to rate their "working understanding".of those skills or a

4-point scale., The scale range was:

Il
-

2 ‘3 - 4

1
T don't understand I don't understand I upderstand the I understand the
the concept and the concept but concept but could coficept and could
could not apply could apply the not apply tha apply the skills
the skills skills - skills

’

Questions concerning the satisfaction of the participants. yith the
workshop and their perceptions of its usefulness were posed in Part TII.

Participants responded orn a 5-polnt gcale.

% . o
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The Problem Statement. One of the activities of the RUPS workshop

is the planning of a "backhome" RUPS’project. Using the RUPS model,

participants composed problem statements. These statements described

the project or problems that participants anticipated undertaking in

their local school settings. Sctatements were collected from all

. *

participants for use in this evaluation.

The Weekly Log. The Weekly Log 1s an instrument of self-réport of

problem solving activities. With this instrument each trainee indicated
weekly the number of times he or shé had engaged in various problem

solving gctivil:ies. The Weekly Log was composed ofi two forms, Form 1

included a 1list of fourteeén behaviors or activil:iesl specified in RUPS
training. Participants were asked to estimate the frequency with which
they engaged in these prcoblem solving activities during th% preceding /

' .
week. This form of the Weékly Log was Intended to be compflel:ed and

| )
returned in an- enclosed self-addresséd, stamped envelope. every E%iday'J r?gjvjl&ﬁ
for nine weeks, October 25 throush December 20.
Form 2 of the Weekly Log was concerned»‘wil:h the nature of the

problems the participants had been working on during the preceding

two weeks. Every problem worked on required an additiondl Form 2
® since a participant may have work;zd on several problems dt;ring a two-
‘ week period. This form also included questions concerning cthe progress
. ;indiﬁiduals had made on their problems and the difficulties or succegses
® ’ | they had encounl:er\ed. " Form 2 was submitted together with Form 1 of the’
Weekly Log every other week.
, Followup Questionnaire., The Foliowup, Questionna;[re was a modified
® version o; the Posttraifling Quest ionnaire. It covered the same three
' areas, but from the viewpoint of qPow that three months ha;; passed
since you received RUPS training, fhow do you feel about . . ." ¥A11
-~ B _ o ‘ 25
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but one of che questions were multiple-choice options; responses were
recorded on an additional optical scanning data sheet. One open-ended

question was asked concerning the participants' perceptions of che
.l\ - M

- usefulness of the RUPS training.

Y

Subjects of the Study

RUPS Treatment Group. The target papulacion for the RUES instruc-
tional system {is primarily teachers, and recruitment efforts for this

shudy focused on this group. All fourcth, fifcth, and;sixth grade teachers

from each of the two test areas Were invited to ﬁarcicipaca in che RUPS

workshop. These teachers were offered free macerfals, training, and
paid~§uicion for three hours of graduate credit in return for their
cooperation in providing data and informaction relevant to che evaluacioﬁé
Specifically, participants were asked to agree Co:

1. Attend e;ery ;essioq in {ics e£Cirecy -

D Zsz.PafcicipaCe in data colleccion during the workshop

3. Allow aﬁproximaCely 30 minutes for the collection of
information from student®s in classrooms

'\n

4. Keep a weekly log of problem solving activicies for three
months following che training

It was originally ancicipated chat one major test site, Tacoma,

Washington, would be used for the RUPS impact study. Due to a teachers’

Qc}ike in mid~September, however, the Tacoma school discricc decided
to withdraw' from the study. As a consequence, it became necessary to
look elsewhere for subjects to participate in chis scudy.

As part Qf the general recrultment efforc in Tacoma, recruitment
procedures had alr;ady been inicisted in several school districts south
of Tacoma.' A number of subjeccs_from these districts had signed up to

participate in che RUPS workshop prior to che withdrawal of the Tacoma

26
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school district. When the Tacoma districts withdrew from the study, the .
decision was made to use the subjects from the districts south of. Tacoma

and to recruit subjects from a’ second major site in Seattle.

ﬁaséd“ﬁ;on éonéi&eraéi;ns'of Ehe distance between the two tesg_sites
and the difficulties in commuting to and from the siéeg, arrangements were
madé to cond;ct workshop; af both sites; one workshop was congucted‘in
Tacoma for thé participants from the districts south of Taéomg, and a
second workshop was conducted in Bellevue for the pargiéipants from the

Seattle area. The combined results of both workshops wera used 1n the

analysis of data and interpretation of the results.

Comparison Group. The original evlauation design called for a
,comparison group as well as an experimental group. The comparison group
‘T‘-'v; ' N - "

was to have been randomly selected from those teachers who volunteered

+ for RUPS training. The physical distance between the two workshop sites

agd the relatively small number of participants at each site mitigated
agalnst this, however. The decision was made to provide RUPS training

¥

] Cah B
fordll, partitigants at each site and explore alternative means of
i 'l .

ERE)

pfo;iding comparative data. ' ¢

.Aq evaluation study involving two other experimental gEoups and 5
control group was scheduled to be conducted in the Seattle area two weeks e
before the RUPS workshop. Two groups were to receive training in the

Interpereonal Influence (INF) and the Group Process Skills (GPS) instruc- p
~ \ .t - .

tionql sysﬁems, whic‘ are two other instructional systems developed by ‘

the Improving TeachinglCompetencies Program of NWREL. The third group
was a nontreatment conérol group which was to receive training in the
 Interpersonal Influence\instructional system the following Spring.

The tagget pOpulatihns for the GPS and INF instructional systems }

are also primarily teachers. Recruitment procedures f;r these groups

. 27
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were the same as those for the RUPS groups. Subjects for the GPS, INF
and nontreatment control group’ were rgcruited from all.fourth, fifth =,
and sixtp.grade teachers 1n the Seattle area. For these ;easons teacherﬁ
who were members of the nontreatment control group also served as the
comparison group for the evaluation of RUPS. ' ) . P

It was felt that comparison of test results from this group with

the RUPS group would pro;ide useful information, particularly in

 addressing questions directly related to the issue of impact of training.

For this reason aﬁd&mﬂ;ng_o_iwammw@am' ir

K] - .
was “considered feasible to use the nontreatment group as the comparison .
group forl$he RUPS instrictional system.:

Group Sizes. The total number of participants in both the treat-

. ment group and the comparison group is showm in Table 4. Table 4 also.

%

provides a breakdown of the total group into individual workshop groups.

Table -4
Treatment and Comparison Group Sites
Treatment Group - N Comparison Group N
RUPS: Tacoma 17 Control . 24
RUPS: Bellevue ‘, 21 |
|Totar 38

Description of Treatment and Comparison Group. Both groups-com~

ﬁleteﬂ a B;ckground Questiénnaire.‘.Infotmation collected incluﬁed sex,
age, occupation, years of teaching experience and education of ghe
participaﬁt. Additional participant informafion concerning previous
NWREL wérkshop experience ind reasons for attending the f@tkéhop was
algo obtained. The responses of both the comparison group arid the RUPS

treatment\gréup on all background variables are summarized in Table 5.
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Tahle 5

Distribution of Participant Characteristics by Group

RUPS Treatment

29

Group 1 Control Group
Characteristic * . Percentage N { Percentage N
Sex: ' .
Male ' N 34.2 13 1.7 10
Female i 63.1 24 58.3 14
No response e 2.6 1 0 0
Age: .
Under 235 2.6 1 . 4,2 1
. 25-34 47.4 18 §l.6 10
35-44 - 18.4 7 12.5 ~ 3
A ELT 18-+4 7 20+ S
55-64 5.3 2 16.7 4
64 and over 0 g 0 0
No response 7.9 3 4.2 -+ _
Occupation: '
Elementary School Teacher 100.0 38 91.7 22
No response 0 01, 8.3 2
Years Teacher Experience:
0 o ! 2.6 1 4,2 1
1-3 = 132 5 4.2 1
‘-6 ' 180‘ 7 12«5 3
7-10 15.8 6 25.0 6
11 or more 50.0 19 50.0 12
No response : _ . 0 0 4.2 1
Highest Degree Obtained:
BA ~ N , 737 28 58.3- 14
MA 18.4 7 37.5 9
Ph.p. ° 0 0 2 0
No response 7.9 3 4.2 1
Number of Previous NWREL Workshop Experiences:
0° . 73.7 28 79.1 19
1 23.7 9 0 0
2 2.6 . 1 4.2 1
3 0 0 16.7 4
Reasons for Workshop Attendance:
Satisfies a requirement or gives craditc . 63.2 24 54.2 13
Others were attending 2.6 1 8.3 2
Superiors suggested I go 5.3 2 8.3 2
Superiors gave me the opportunity 7.9 3 4,2 1
1 was selected to attend 23.7 9 20.8 5
Attendance was paid for 52.6 20 33.3 8
1 really wanted to learn 73.7 28 50.0 12
I had a particular problem 15.8 6 4.2 1
1 heard . . . 10.5 -4 25.0 6
Other > 23.7 9 29.2 7




The proportionaté distfibutﬁons of responses for both groups are
eQSentially gimilar. There were more females than males 1n each group.
The average age of the RUPS participants was approximately the séﬁe as
th; average age ;£ participants in che comparison group. ' The RUPS
group had fewer years teaching éxperience as well as proportionately.
less people éith master'; degrees. Proportionately more peoplelin RUPS
had {Ftended one or more NWREL workshops than in the comgarison group,

but more:people in the comparison group had attended tﬁo or more NWREL

workshops. The responses of the. two groups to the item "Reason for

ﬁorkshop Attendance” indicated that‘thﬁ three reasgns most often glven
by both groups for attendingﬁthe NwﬁEL workshops are: '

1. I really wanted to learn | ‘ >

2, S$atisfies a requirement or Bives creﬁit]

3. Actendance was pald for
In general, the participants’ responses in both the RUPS aund comparison

group were similar for most of the variables under consideration.

Procedures

-

Data Collection Procedures and Schedule: RUPS Treatment Group.

L]

The RUPS workshops were held on two consecutive weekends with two

followup sessions six and twelve weeks later. The meetings were

scheduled as follows:

October 11 6:00 p-m. to 10:00 p.m.
October 12, 13 8:30 aim. to ‘5:00 p.m.
Octoﬁer 18 6:00 p.m. to-lo:qb p-m.
Ockober 19, 20- ] ) 8:30 a.mtvto' 5?00.p.m:
lDecemﬁer 7 and . 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 ﬁoon
January 18 . -
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The gchedule Eor data collection was prepared prior to the
workshop, basged oﬁ'orevioua eva]uation work conducted by NWREL. All\
the data collected from participants were from paper-and-pencik
Questionnaires. An evaluator was present at each of the workshopa
and followup.sessions to observe and document deviations from prescribed
training designs, the'degree of participant involvement, overall work-
shoo climate and any apparent side effectsi The data collection

schedule is presented in Table 4.

At-rhe‘ftrsr—workahﬁmeeetingj‘ﬁEfEIpranEs were assigned iaenti-
fication rumbers in order to insure confidentiality of responses. All
data were identified and coded strictly on the ?asis of these ID

numbers. At that meeting, prior co an& training of thevparticipanta,

T

‘

two quegtionnaires were administered--the Background Quegtlonnaire and
the Problem Solving_Orientation Questionnaire (PSOQ). ‘

After participants completed the preliminary instruments, the
. workshop trainer introduced the materials. The prescribed training
strategy as outlined in the trainer s manual was followed in the
scheduling and presentation of materials for the entire weekend.

. Participants worked alone or in small groups of three to six.

On October 14: at the end of the first.weekend of training,
participanta received a set of School Activities Questionnairea (SAQ) to
be administered to theirnclassea during the following week (October 14
through 18). Participants who nad volunteered for RUPé training had
been agked to arrange for a member of their school’s ‘professional or
. support staff to administer the questionnaire; teachers were cautioned
not to be in the room when the questionnaire was administered as 1t was

-

felt their presence might influence vesponses. Confidentiality of
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Table 6

Data Collection Schedule

i

Groups Collected From

Administration
Instrument Dates Data Field RUPS @GPS INF Coutrol
Background RUPS Demographic and attitudinal | X X X X
Questionnairve Prevorkshop | values
- Octv ' 11 &
Comparison
Preworkshop
Sept. 27
Problem RUPS | Ovientation of participants | X X X X
Solving Pretest towards problem solving
Orientation Oct. 11
G Quest ionnaire Posttest
(Ps0Q) Oct. 22
Comparison
' Pretest
Qct., 6
Posttest
Jan. 30
School RUPS Administered to the classes | X X X X
Activities Pretest of participants to measure
Questionnaire Oct. 14-18 | students' perceptions of
(SAQ) Posttest their teacher's problem
Jan., 20-24 | solving activitiaes
) Compariaon
Pretest
Sept. 27
Posttest
Nov. 29 .
Poiattraining RUPS . Assesgment of learning X .
Questionnaire .Postuworkshop | experience, attitudes .
oct. 20 towards wotrkshop aud
. expected utilization of ¢
skills
Problem RUPS Statement of participants X
Statement Postworkshop | "backhome" RUPS project
Oct. 20
Weekly Log RUPS Frequency counts of probles | X
Postworushop | solving activities and |
and nine statements concetrning the s,
weeks natute of the problem being
Oct. 25~ worked on -
_Dec. 20
Followup RUPS Assessment of learning X
Questionnaire Jan., 18 experience and participants'
perceptions of positive and
negative features of )
workshaop
4
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- *

responses was maintained as stuqepks were noc‘required to sign. their
names and teachers were requested not to lgok at the response sheets.
All qd;stionnaires and answer sheer were then returred in a self-
addregsed, stamped envelope to NWREL whéée they éere.coded by the

teacher’s identification number.

The %ecoﬁd weekend of training started on schedule. The 'strategy

P

and training 1nstfuptions presented in the trainer's manual were-
followed with some m}nor c?qnées in response to individual and group
needs and concer;s. 5

participgnts completed the Posttraining Questionnaire and compofed
problem'statemhngs concerning their‘"backhome" RUPS project. These
statqménﬁs were collected by the eval&ators at the workshops. "Partici-
pant? also received ;opi;s of the W;ek;y L;g forms and instructions for
their completion. Weekly Logs weré‘completed aﬁ& rétufn;d to NWREL in

entlos;d self-addreg?ed, stamped énvelopés-every Friday for nine weeks,

October 25 thfough December 20.

&

o

‘On October 20, at the conclusion of the second weekend of training,

Y

. %
The followup sessions were designed to reinforce use of sﬁiiis
and problem solving technlques learned during RUPS training. Partici-

pants reported progress made on their backhome RUPS projetts to their
. ,f N N ' N

training groups éhd together bra éstormed possible solutions.‘ At both

" IR RN

- followup sessions the trainers ollowed';hg strhtegies and schedules
prescribed by the tra;her's nual with minor changes to allow for
expression of individual needs and concerns. Observers wWere present

at the sessions to record deviations from the prescribed|training and

any appa;gpp;gige effects. No further data were gathered at the first

followp sessgion.
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At the conclusion of the gsecond followup workshop on January 18,
the Followup Questionnalre was adminisrered and the PS0Q was-readmin-
_1stered. Participants als;: received a second complete get of the SAQ ®
to be aninistered to their clagses during the fcllowing week, January 20
through 24. The same procedures were followed in the administration of | -

7 -

the posttest SAQ as were followed in administering the pretest. e

Data Coilection Procedures and Schedule: Comparison Group. The

data collection gchedule for the compariaon group is alsc presented 1in
Table 6, page 32. The nontreatment control group met once on Septémber 27
for an crientation meeting. All participants completed Background
Questionnaires on September 27.

It was prior to the first meeting that the NEREL evaluatipn staff'
was noéified of Taco;a'h decision to withdraw from the RUPS impact atudy. ‘
Arrangements were immediately made for the control group to provide the

' necessary comparative data. The PS0Q waa pailed to the comparison group
during the week of October 6. |

-

The GPS, INF and nontreatment 3roupa were involved in a study that

—dincluded the admintatration of a_classroom-climate-inventory-to-the—
participants' classes. The-ciidate inventory was composed of a seriea
of subscales, including the aubscales of the SAQ used in the RUPS impact
_study; student responses to these particular subscales provided cthe
comparative data for the RUPS study. Participants in the three groups g
received sets of climate inventories on September 27, It had been
previously arranged that a member of the school's professional or support
staff would administer the inventories. The inventories were returned
in encloaed,aelf-addressed envelopes by approximately October 11. This
; @

process was repeated on November 29 when complete sets of clima;te

PR
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inventories were mailed to all participants in this study. Adminis-

tration procedures were the same and questionnaires were again returned
d - in enclosed self-addressed envelopes by approximately December 20.

" On January 3, the PS0Q was mailed to the participants in the GBS __ |

” and INF workshops as well as members of the nontfeatment group.
® Ninety~-five percent of the questionnaires were returned by the ‘end of

January.
® - \
o . .
® s
®
. L]

-]
e
= 4

. t
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i CHAP‘fER THREE: RESULTS AND DISCUéS I0N

The purpose of this chapter ig to report the 'daca that were

Lol

" tive of the evaluacion’qué;cions ’!E:r the RUPS instructional system.

® . L This chapter is organizéd by J,evall_‘,cion question. The relevant »datﬁ,

o , Lo !
analyses, and results are reporl:ectl and gliscussed for each question, i

’ S : \

i

Evaluation Questions Related to the Quaficy and Acceptability of the
® - Content’, Strategies, and Materials of the Instructional System

- Do RUPS trainees report gatisfaction with the training
provided by the RUPS instructional system?

. * ‘ ' ! i L
The relevant data for this question come from the Posttraining

Quescionnaire’adminiscered at the conclusion of the workghop. Thege

’ L]

results are presented in Table-7.

Sixty-five percent of the participants indicated they felt the

‘ 4
N .

workshop was successful in presenting clearly understandable definitions

and descriptions of problem solving, dnd fifty-seven percent judg"'eq the
; 3

|
- ll 7_;\'6'61:&35615 “to be succeéssful in ‘providiné clear information concerning the

_directions and racion'aie-s for the different ‘s:‘essions. i, The majority of
participants rated the workshop as successful' in demangding or;l.ginél
c_hinking (83 percent); off_e;:ing new ingights, new ways ‘of viewing old*
problems (84 percent); and helping them understand the role and

° possibilicy of problet;l solving ir; schools (87 percent). .From results

such as these 1t 1s inferted that the participants in the RUPS workshop

M .

:were“very satisfied with the content and strycture of the training.’

.\Sevency-chree percent of che~parcicipant's' summed up their |

experience in the RUPS workshop as positive; the same proportion of

| @

1
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collected in this study and to di.pcués this evidence from the perspec-.
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; ®
- . -Table -7 ————e— ]
Posttraining Questionnaire % 4
Satisfaction .
—_ ®
Scale Range : Totals *
N S ) Neg Neut Pos™ | _
Quest ions 2 1 2 .3 4 5 X sp N
How succeasful do you feal tha workshop Y "
wae in: . N [
1. Providing clear information n | 1 1 16 187 3 3.57 .80 37
concerning directions and X 2.7 2.7 37.8 48/6 8.1 - :
rationales for tha different
sessiona? 3
2, Offaring new insights, new a1 1 3 19 .13 4.14 .89 37§ o Py
ways of viewing old problema? X 2,7 2.7 8.1 4,5!‘1.4 33.1 > N N
3. Addreasing what you thought al 4 0 13 15 5 3.46 1.10 37
vere important isaues/vital 2 |10.8 0 35.1 40.5 13.5
concerna?
4, Demanding original thinking n 1 0 5 23 7 3,97 .17 36
on your part? x| 2.7 0 13.9 63.9 19.4 o
5. Presanting clearly under- n 1 2 10 19 5 3.68 .88 137
atandable definitions and F4 2.7 5.4 27.0 51.4 13.5 .
dasceiptions &f problem
solving? c
6. HWelping you undarstand the - n] 0 2 & 20 1I |4.08 .98 %
role and -posaibilicy of ) o 5.4 10.8 54.1 29.7
problen solving in achools? ‘
7. Maintaining your intereat n| 3 2 9v 20 3 |[3.49 1.02 37 ”
throughout the workshop? b4 8.1 5.4 243 541 8.1
24, Meating your expectations n| 2 1 11 16 6 2.36 .99 36
about what you pérsonally z | 55 2.8 30.6 &4.4 16.7
wanted to get out of 1it? - ’
. Neg? Neut Pos -
5 4 3 2 1 X 5D N
"1 25. How clearly did you under~ a2 1 s 18 10 |2.08 1.03 36
stand the workshop's overall F4 5.5 2.8 13.9 350.0 2.8
objectivas?
. 26, How auccasaful do you feel n 0 3 9 - 16 8 2.19 .89 36
the workshop waa in achlev- F4 0 8.3 25.0 44.4 22,2
ing its ovarall objectives?
' 29, Now that the workshop is an| 2 2 6 13 14 2,05 1.13 37
over, how would you sum up %] .54 5.4 16,2 35,1 37.8
the experience? 3
30. would you recommend this n]| 2 4 & 10 17 2,03 1.24 37
workshop to a friend whose R 4 5.4 10.8 10,8 27.0 45.9
interasts are like yours?

2The scale range for items 25, 26, 29 and 30 is reversed; 5 indicates the most negative
score while 1 indicates the most positive gcore.
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. __participants indicated-that they would recommend  RUPS €o friends with
similar interests. Seventy-eight percent of the participants responded
® ——

that l‘-hey}}lnderstoog the workshop’s objectives, but somewhat fewer

/. participants, sixty-seven percent, indicated they felt the workshop was

3 ’ successful in meeting its overall objectives.

.‘ Participan.és' ratings of the workshop appear to decli;'le slightly ’
. - when participants are agked to respond on a pelrsonal level. Althol;gh
.fy participants tended to r.al:a the workshop positively on items from which -
‘r. _‘}‘I""'.J_l;-’,;‘I"‘a.ﬁ'lfs“é’l.‘.)fs’:f‘égt"ic;r'l 'ié:,iﬁf;ffgd', responses tand to be somewhat less positive |

when p.articipants m.ake judgments a;m the basig of _personal eriteria.
Only 54 percent of the participants responded positively when asked to
éate the success of the workshop in addressing what they thought were
impo;:tant. issues/vital concerns; 62\} percent rated positively the.
workshop’s success ,‘:Ll"l mainta:ining their :Lnter;st. When asked if they i
¢ felt the workshop was successful in meeting their personal expectations,

61 percenf: of the participants responded positively.

These responses suggest there .may be a relative dissa.tisfaction

concérning the personal relevance of the workshop, which in turn may
have affected the participants® rating of the workshop's succegs in

° . maintaining their interest and meeting ﬁersonal expectations. The
- i
average respoﬁse for items reflecting personal feelings, particularly

- ¥ £

questions 3, 7 and 24,‘age somewhat lc;wer than the scores of-the other

, questions. Thus, assuming that satisfaction can be inferred from

° ratings of general success, the ové;all satigfaction ratings at the
conclusion of the wor.kshop are quite positive; all ques;:ions were
‘. rated positively by 60 pei'cr:ent of t;he participants 01; greater. But
the results also suggest that if satisfaction were to be ];ased solely
, - 39
-
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on ratings of questions solicicting personal opinions, the respondents

would still be generally sacisfied but somewhat less enthusiastic.

13

Do these gerceptions persist over a 3-month period?

Some of the questions in the Folloﬁup Questionhaire, which was

‘sdministered three months after the end of the workshop, could be

matched to questions in cthe Posttraining Que;tionnaiqes The respons;s

to Ehe;e matchéd questions’uer? compared by means of un;orrelated f—tests.l
Table 8 con;ains the approprfﬁé& Foliowup'Questionnairg daca. QT-values

for all items can be found in Appendix E.. ,

The t-values for the tests performed on Items 33, 34, 40 and 43

L »
‘were not significant. Thus, when questioned after a period of 3 months,

RUPS participants tended to maintain their perceptions of the ﬁorkshdp’s
success 'in addressing important issues and vital concerns, presenting a
clearly understandable description of problem solving, and achiev;ng

its overall cbjectives. Thefe was no change in the pegcenﬁage of
% . 3

to friends and colleagues. The results indicated tﬁét_éféér fhree
ﬁontps there was no significanc change'in the gatigfaction ratings of
RUPS garficipants on these variables.

The t-values for questions 32 (tyy = -2.06, p < .05) and 422 -
(t72 = 2,962, p < ,05) indicated that theré was; respectively, a negative
change in the parcticipants' perceptions of tge workshop's success in
offering new insights and ways of viewing old problems, and significantly

fewer people summed up their workshop experience positiveiy.

-

lthe rationale for using uncorrelated t-tests in similar situations is
discussed in McWNemar; Psychological Statistics, 1962, p, 85.
2The scale range for Item 42 1is reversed.
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turs of time and/or money,.
how valuable has the work-
shop baen to you?

n
4 2.7 10.8 24.3 43.2 18.9

L

Table 8
- - .-— —Followup Questionnaire -— ———- —
' Satisfaction
- Scale Range Totals
Neg Neut Pos _

Questions 1 2 3 4 5 X sD N

How successful do 'you feel the,workshop

wed in: [+ 1

32. Offering pew inaights, new ways n 1 3 '12 12 9 3.68 1,03 37
of viewing old problema? (2)% 2] 2.7 8.1 32.4 32,4 24.3 l

33. Addressing important issues, n | 2 S 13 16 1 F.24 93 37
vital concerna? (3) 4 5.4 13.5 35.1 43.2 2.7 /

34. Presenting a clearly under- n 3 2 11 15 6 3,51 .10 ¥
standable description of % 8.1 5.4 29.7 40.3 16.2 X
problem solving? {5) .

Neg® Neut Pos | _
5 4 3 2 1 X sD N

39. Compared to other workshops n 3 6 k] 18 - 2 2.13 1.0 %
you have attended, how b4 8.1 16.2 21.6 48.6 5.4 .
successful do you feel this
workshop wes in meeting your -
expactations about what you .
personally wanted to get
out of 1t? -

40. How succeasful do you fcef n 1 4 10 21 1 2.54 .84 W
the workshop was in achieving X 2.7 10.8 27.0 56.8 2.7
its overall objectivea? (26) :

42. Now that the workshop 1is n 1 15 16 12 - 2 .15 .87 36

"Gver, how wvould you sum up A | 2v8—13+9—44y4—33-3—5.6
the experience? (29)

43, Would you recommend this .n 2 5 5 14 11 2.27 1.19 37
workshop to any of your . %] S.4 13,5 135 3.8 29.7
friends or colleagues? (30)

44, 1In relation to your expendi-" 1 4 9 16 r 2,35 2,01 ¥

8The numbera in parenthesas indicate satching items from the Puaitraining Questionnaire.

BThe scale range for items 39, 40, 52-44513 reversed; 1 indicates the most positive

score while 5 indicates the moat negative score.

43
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These results indicate that™the tendency for participants to respond

less positively when quéétianed on a personal level is continued. The

workghop participants have,ppresumably, been using RUPS for three months.
Based on their e;aeriences‘%hey have éeveloped a more realistic under-
standing of RUFS, its strength;, and its limitations. But whereas
participants tend to respond less positively when judging the workshop
on perso&al criteria, their attitudes about the training aﬁd quality of -
the éaterials have not chaﬁged.
Do trainees peiceive'the training in RUPS as -being

¢ . useful and applicable to their work?

The information source for this question 1svthe Posttraining
Questionnhire. The results are presented in Table 9. 'Tﬁe majority of
the participants, 84 percent, tegponded that ;hey felt the workshop was

v successful in helping them understand the‘role and possibilities of
o, .

problem golving in schools, and 81 perﬁent rated the skills and. concepts

Lf,RUPS as ugeful, Fifty-seven percent responded that they planned to

_use RUPS-as-an-integral--part—of -their-works—From-these results it is
inferred that, immediately after the workshop, participants tended to
perceive training in RUPS as both useful and applicable Eé their work. =

This result was further 1%1um£nated,by questions regarding the
applicability of RUPS to specific groups. A large proportion of parti-
cipants, ranging ﬁFom 57 pefﬁent to 79 percent, gaw RUPS as applicable
a&d useful in work with students, teachers and others, but only half,

49 percent, of the éarficipants saw RUPS as useful and appIicaﬁ{ExEo
- work with superiors. This would sdﬁgest that whereas. the trainees ;ould

- visualize the role and usefulness of RUFS training, skills and concepts

in dealing with students, teachers, and others, Ehey were less sure of

42 : | )
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Table 9
£

Postctraining Questionnaire

® Utilizacion and.Application
Scala Range ) Totals
- Neg Neut Pos .| _ N
Questions 1 2 3 4 5 X sD N
. How successful do you feel the workshop

o was in: ’

6. Helping you understand the n| o 2 & 20 1 4.08 .80 37
role and possibility of T |0 5.4 10.8 S&.1 29.7
problem solving in schocls? ) ;

. - 8. Providing useful skills and n 0 . 3 8 17 8 3.83 .88 36
® concepts for working with % 0 8.3 22.2 47.2 2.2 ] ¢
othdrs outside your profes~ .
sional 1life? - =~ T ‘= ~ = [
LY .
- 9. Providiag information with n 1 1 6 20 9 3.95 .88 7
practical application for % 2.7 2.7 16.2 54,1 24.3 .
your work with.studenta?

e 10. Providing information with . n 2 0 14 20 1 3.49 .80 37

practical application for 4 5.4 0 37.8 54.1 2.7
your work.with teachers? . . *

11. éroviding information with n 1 4 14 17 1 3.35 .82 W%
practical application for X 2.7 10.8 37.8 45.9 2.7

P your work wicth superiors?

. Negd Neut Pos | _ :
L] 4 3 2 1 X sb N

27. How useful do you feel the n o 2 5 14 15 1.83 .88 36
skills and concepts you have X 1] 5.5 13.9 38.9 41.7

. learned are in problem

o solving? .

28. 1In all honesty, how much do a1 2 13 a2 o0 |28 .13 3
syou plan to use the ideas, k4 2.7 5.4 35.1 5.8 0 -
skills, and/or materials
presented fn this workshop

. ae an integral part of your .

. A= wrk? - L
SThe scale range for ftems 27 apnd 28 is reversad; 1 indicates the most positive score

while 5 indicates the most negative score.

‘! icts use and applicability (although the responses were still in a
positive direction) to their work with superiors. However, this result
may be due to the fact that the RUPS materials are geared for classroom

®

use. Thus, 1t would seem réasonable that participants found it more

8
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. o ®
ugeful in that setting. Since the relationship of RUPS to work with
superiors 1s less clear; it 1s quite possible that fewer people would
see 1ts applicability. ‘.
Do these perceptions persist over a 3-month period?
The data sources are the matching items from the Posttraining . ®
Questionnaire and the Followup Questionnaire. The results are presented
in Table 10. Uncorrelated t-tests were performed on all items in Table 8§,
page 41. T-values are presented in Appendix E. Item 36 (1:7,2 = 2,10, g
p < .03) was the only item found to have changed significantly, indicating
that there was a significsnt decrease of perceived success of the workshop
in providing information with practical applications for work with students.. ' @
- . £ ' - I
' Table 10
' Followup Questionnaire - .‘.
b Utilization and Application g
. Scale Range . Totals
. " Neg " Neut Pos | _
Questions . 1 2 k] 4 5 X sD N
How successful do you feel the workshop o ®
was in:
35. Providing useful ‘skills and a2 & 9 1 & |34 112 ¥
concepts for working with ~ 4 S.4 16,2 24.3 37.8 16.2
others cutside your profes- '
sional life? (8)* ®
36, Providing information with n 1 7. 10 12 7 3.46 1.10 37 .
practical application for 4 2.7 18.9 27.0 32.4 18.9 ‘
your work with studants? (9)
37, Providing information with al2 4 8 1w & |3stormm W
practical application for 4 5.4 10.8 21.§6 45.9 16.2
. your work with teachers? (10) @
38, Providing information with n 2 5 16 12 2 3.19 .9 37
practical application for r4 5.4 13,5 43.2 2.4 5.4
. your work with superiors?
{11)
AThe numbers in parentheses indicate matching items from the Posttraining Questionnaire.

1<)
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In addicion there was an open-ended question on the Followup ngétion-ﬁ

naire which‘asked, ""Now that you have been away ffom the worksﬁop forv'

three months, have you changed your opinion about how useful it was?"

A complete list of participant Eesponses is provided in Appendix F.
These results indicate that RUPS trainees, whep,queétioned three

m&&ths after the workstiop, did not change their positive perceptions

of the usefulness and applicability of RUPS tfaiqing in ?elation to

work with teachers, superiors and others. The téndency for participants

to be less sure (in comparison with their resp;nséé relacting to teﬁghers'

and others) of the usefulness and possible a;plications of RUPS to work

»

with their superiors was continueq. However, the partgcipants' ratings‘
of thé usefulness and.practicalicty of RUPS for work with ;tudents
decreased although the responsés remained positive. This chaﬁge,
however, is not‘totally'unexpectedl. In the'three months since the 1
uorkshop, trainees have had the’opportﬁhity to use the RI/PS process aﬁdi
experiment with the skills and concepts in fhéir classroom. The _—
participants’ responses ma§ reflect a more realistic understanding of.

RUPS process based on tgéir classcoom experiences with it. Participants

have apparently learned to adjusé their expectations of the practical
applicacion and.usefﬁlness of RUPS to the daily demands and“limitations
‘of theilr work situacions.

When questioned directly about thelr opinions of the usefulness of
the workshop,‘BB percént of the participants responded éhat their
‘opinions had not changed since the workshop. Their elaborations of
their responses to this opgn—ended question generally indiéated

positive attitudes toward the RUPS process and its components. This

measure of self report genmerally supports the results of the Followup

4

)
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Questionnaire items; opinions of the usefiilness of RUPS generally did
]

not change, although participant dbinion about the uséfulness of RUPS

for work with students did change. ‘ ®

+

What are the significant-gide effects that result from
the use of the system?

- . . h .
The data sources for this question are the observations of the
evaluators/observers who were present at each workshop site and the

results of Form 2 of the Weekly Lég. [ . ®

<
A gide effect of RUPS training that was observed and documented at

both the conclusion of the workshop and at the two followup sessions was

the high degree of participant enthusiasm for the training. The ®

obsekvers atcributed this enthusiasm to two causes: (a) the success of

the training in providing a novel perspective and alternative way(s) of

&

approaching problem solving, and (b) the reinforting interpersonal ®
dynamics of the training/learning grotips.

Another possible side effect of the training was observed in . \

participant responses to Form 2 of the Weekly Log. These results - . ' ¢
indicated that RUPS participants tended to select relatively complex

' problems for their impi'ovement brojects that required commitments of at

least one month's time for their completion. The majority of people : ' ‘.

¥ -
(?0 percent} reported working on the same improvement project for at
. t R .
least one month. However, as there were no comparative data for these

e

reéulta, 1t 18 not possible to determine whether this effect is indeed @

due to RUPS training and not the reactive effect of this data gathering

.

_ins trument.

4
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Does RUPS compare adbantég&ﬁsly to competitive ways
* of meeting the same outcome objectives?

A limited Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) search
was conducted fLr the ﬁﬁrpose of identifying problem.solving training-
packaées or instructional system that offéred alternatives to RUPS.
Using the. descriptors, "problem solving, action research, force field
analysils, workshops, teacher workshops, systemé anlaysis, systems
apﬁroach, %pd systems concepts,” the seargh identified:74 réferences.‘
‘This search indicated that many individuals and comsulting

organizations have included:- RUPS-like problem solving techniques as

resources in their work. It provided evidence of the development of

a varilety of mateqials for single, short=~term activities (half-days or

lass) based on force field analysis, actio}'research, 5: systems
r - ,

" approach to problem solving. Twenty Exercises for the Classroom

developed by the NTL Learning.Rgsources.QOrporation (Mi11, 1972) 1is an
examplé.of this type of effort. In this sense, many of the;tiaiﬁing |
packéges identified in the search ar; ﬁoﬁbarable to HUPQ in that at '

least.soma.of their activities and problem solving activities are like
fthose'usgd in-HUPB. The co;cgpts and activitiesusurrounding action

research and force fleld analysis are by no means unique to RUPS.

In terms of complete and comprehensive prepEckagéd training

»

ﬁfogfams that emphasize both prdblem solving and interpersonal and

group dynamics (as does RUPS), we were.unable to identify any alterna~
tives to the RUFS i;stiuctional system. Hhile\a varilety of coymefcially
available systems and activitieg‘exis; that have some objectives in
common with RUPS, ‘our gearch did not provide evidence for any compre-~

hensive and combarable systems that could provide competitive ways of
|

meeting all the training objectives of the RUFS inétructional system,

47
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However, this does not imply that there are no cri:icai compe:i:qrs
which accomplish the same outcomes as RUPS; it only implies that these

materials are mot available as training psckages.

1

Questions Related to Long~Range Training Ef fects ,

f L

To evaluate training in terms of outcomes o6r effects achieved is a -

i

complica:ed'under:aking. One of the problems ﬁhich complicates the task
is disagreement over theltyfe of training that is m;a: useful or has the
grea:esﬁ impact. This disagreement may be d#e }argeiy to differences in
the values applied to the training ;ystems. Is 1t more useful to
develop efficient forms of trainiﬁg that are éﬁ limiced applicability

or broadband forms of Erq?niug that may be spplied in a variety of
situations? In the opinion of the evalua:or; and ss supported by

external evaluation reviéwé,.RUPS falls in.the second of these two

categories.

Tolevalua:e.the effecté of RUPS, then, is similar to evaluating

b

gréduste courses in such areas as research methodélogy, techniques of

céunsaling, and appfoaches to mansgement. When the values to be applied‘

deal with impact on clients, whether they be students, patients, or
subordinates, the primary evaluation préblem is to Ehoose the outcomes
;; the basis éf an explicic rationale.

There are at least three options for choosing evaluative criteria.
The fir;t 1s on the basis of specific objectives dealing with client
Sehavior. While this would clearly be appropriate in the efficiency
oriented trsining program, brcadband training programs frequently do
nct have such objective;.

— _ .. \
A gsecond ‘basis for choosing impact criteria 1s by authoritactive

decree, For example, standardized achievement_tes; data may be used

48
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to evaluate teacher training programs because someone in a {Sosition "va

power has demanded that they be used.  If the logical links between

\

& " the training and these criteriz’are nonexistant, a costly empirical
- 'effstudy mzy not be garrant;é: - i
A'third alternative 1s to gelect outcomes ‘based on a model p;e-
@ . dicting the expected impact on students. This technique was chosen :Lr;

< the RUPS impa‘cl: evaluation.  Since selecting criteria and develoging
a design bas;ad uporf\a model involve a geries of inferenceg, an
, explanation of ?he;é' inferences ig provided through the vepicle- of
‘path analysis. Path analysls was chogen as an analytic model-because
. . " ode makes‘explicit the l:heox:el:ical ass;.mpl:ions underlying the e’vaiuati;n ;
® design. . - - ’
The first step in appiying path analysls 1s to create a graphic
-display of the hypothesized causal relations operating amdng a set of
variables. k general patn display for,evaluating RUPS 13 presentéd in
" Figure 1. The lines connectiné sets of variables represent hypothgsized
causal relationships between the connected variables, while the arrows
indicate the direction of the assumed causation. Figure 1 makes clear
the assumption that the final outcome measure 1n the sequence 1s direcely
or indirectly de&ermined by all of the preceding variables, not just )
tfaining. This 1s garticularly important giﬁce random;zatibn was not /
achieved in the present :anestiga‘l:ion. Figure 1 ig a general display
from which a series of path diagrams may be derived. A path diagram !
- contains specific variable levels whereas\ a general path display may

include categorles of variables ag terms. Categories of' variables !

included in the general path display are teacher attitude, teacher

‘behavior, and student actitudes.

L ;
o
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The evaluation questions which are addressed in che remainder ofk
this report can be‘placed wicthin the context of this gene:alfpath mode .

4

It should be noted that formal path analysis procedureS‘Were not applieg

in addressing all of the evaluation questions which follow, but thq
model is intended to reflect the logic in the order imn which the
questions are addressed.

Actitudinal Effects. The data sources for the following evaluation

question correspond to sections of the PSsttraining and Followup
Questionnaires that assessed participant perceptions of their "working

&

understanding" of workshop skills and concepts.

&

Do trainges' perceptions of their working understanding
of the materiale change over a 3-month period?

~

. Table 11 presents these data and a statigtical analysis by means
of correlated t-tests.
The mean scere on all items on the ﬁnsttfaining.Questionnai;e wag
greater than thnee, suggesEing that a majoricy of participants felt they
-~ understood :hg materials but did not feel that they could apply the
- 8kills immediacely afcer treining.? These data indicated a general.
confidence on the part of the RUPS participants with Fegard to thelr
working understanding of the skills and concepts of RUPS training, bu;‘
particiﬁants,appear to be less confinent of their abilicy to apply
the skills.
Similar results were obtained three months later when the items

were readministered on the Followup Questionnaire. Only the item

assessing the participants' working understanding of "spotting and

.

analyzing major results of data collected” was found to have changed

significancly., This change was in a positive direction indicating that

~
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Table 11

Knowledge Items:
Posttraining versus Followup Questionnaires Correlated t-Tests

suzll group dynamics

.68

et e e e Pesttraining { Followup | Difference [ = |
Questions X sb X sp | X Sb | e-Value | df
How well do you feel you have a )
working understanding of:
Applying the 4-guideline J.6% .58 3.63 .85 | -.06 .68 -.49 .| 34
criteria for writing a
problem scatement
Using che force field 3.9 .28 3.83 .45 | -.09 .51 ~1.00 |34
diagnostic technique
" Selecting and creacing 3.63 .35 3.60 .65 | ~.03 .86 -, 20 {34
instrumencs for data
kaghcg}ng
Using criceria for deriving 3.2 .9 3.26 ..79 .02 1.14 .15 33
implicacions from research
findings :
- ’ -
Spotting and analyzing major 3.33 .7 3.66 .55 31 .81 2-15 |32
resulcs of data collected
Sraiastorming action 3.68 .68 |3.65 .69 | -.03 .63 / -.27 |3
alternacives to meet . .
implications derived ) ‘ /
from findings
Applying guidelines for JA12 .%6 3.17 1.04 .05 1.21 /{ .28 |34
planning and idplemanting
action alcernacives
Evaluation solution plans 12 .9 3.47 .66 235 L.07° 1.92 |33
Paraphrasing iaterpersonal 3.71 .67 3.71 .57 + 0 .B0 0 k{3
communications
Using concepts of giving 3.68 .73 379 5% A1 .81 .B5 |33
and vecelving feedback .
!
Disgnosing teamwork relacions 3.56 .75 3.59 .66 .03 f.oo 17 |33
Tdentifying and evaluating 3.29 .9 J.as L79 .15 '1.26 33

‘ihe following scale was used:

1 = I don't understand the concept and could .mot apply the skilla
2 =1 don't understand che contept but Tould apply the gkills

3 = I understand the concept but could not apply the skills

4 = T understand che contept and could apply the skills
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the participants’ perceptions of their ability to apply this skill had

increased. use of the data

This effeét-may be due to participants’

L}

practice and classroom experience RUPS trainees had had since the
workshop. As a result of their use-of both the instruments and tte
* RUPS process, participants may have had more c;qfidence in their
performance of RUPS skills and activities. 'Thus, the data indicate
that traiﬁee perceﬁtions of their working understanding of the workshop
materials and concept were very positive when assessed immediately after

the workshop, and generally did not change over a 3-month period.

L

Do RUPS trainees change in thezr orientation toward

problem golving?
It was hypothesized that as a result of training, participants in
RUPS would report an increased probability of engaging in problem sclving
behavior in a variety of situations. This hypothesis was tested using
the four PSOQ scales administered prior to and three months following
the workshop.

Correlated t-tests were performed on the data. The

results are presented in Table 12.

Ta@le 12
. Correlated t-Values -
: P50Q--RUPS Treatment Group v
_ Pre _ Post Rifference
Variable X sb X SD X sh t-Value | df| p-Value
Classroon 36.35 6.18 40.11 4.85 3.76 5.35 3.9% 36 .01
Situations '
Nonclassroom 47.49 5.22 47.30 4.94 -, 19 5,17 -.22 36 .39
Situacions : . .
Task 35.24 6,50 | 37.97 5.65 2.73 5,99 2.77 | 36| .o1
Accomplishment . .
Interperscnal 49.54 5.01 50.30 3.20 .76 5.02 -.92 36 .26
Relacionships
53
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The data Indicate a statistically significant increase in the self-
reportgd probabilicies of engaging in problem solving activities for two

of .the four subscales: classroom situations and task accomplishment.

The training was apﬁarently‘instrumental in changing pﬁrticipants'
dispositions too, or their percepf;ons of their dispositlons to engage
in pr;belm solving behaviors in cthe classroom and speclfic tasks. Both
presumably impact directly on a parLicipant's préblem solving‘attitude
toward, as well as behavior in, schools and classes. However, it 1s
possibie that the samé variable is being measured by both scales.as.
these two scales contain many of tﬁe same items. A variable from the
combined scales may be referred to as participant orientatic;n _toward
task related problem solving in the classroom. The t-values for the

other Ewo scales were not significant. RUPS training apparently did

“not affect participant perceptions of their interpersonal problem solving

LN
orientations or orientations to problems other than classroom related

probléms. While these differential -results may be explained by the
strong classroom orientation ofbthe.RUPS materials, there 1s an equally
compelling psychometric reason for such a finding. Reference to the

techﬁical appendix on the psychometric characteristics {Appendix C) will

clearly show that the reliabilities of the two scales that did not show

"*~ change wera much lower than for the scales that did show change.

Do RUPS trainees become more able to identify problems
that need attention and more willing to attend to problem
solving in a systematic way than do teachers who have not
received training?

It was hypothesized that the posttraining orientation toward problem

solving of participants in the RUFS workshop would be greater than the

posttraining orientaLion among members of the nontreatment control groups,

5@
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This question was addressed through the techanique of path analysis.
The path diagram reflecting the model employed is presented in Figurg 2.

Figure 2 is.derived from the model presented in Figure 1, page 50.

RUPS

Training,
Age) .
. \ Teacher Orientation
Sex, _ > Toward Problem Solving:

// Task Accomplishmenl:5
Class Sizes : ' °

Figure 2. Path diagram‘for evaluating the effect of

RUPS tralning on teacher orientation toward problem

solving.
Variables were selected fpr this patﬁ diagran_l on the basis of a number
of considerations. The moét iﬁportant variable 18 the teacher attitude
measure.qoncerning task accomplishm;nt, which was chosen for thé path
analysis because of its relatively higﬁ reliability in comparison.to
other PSOQ scores. The RUPS traininog variable,(d‘umy vériable whére R
RUES = 1 and contrel = 0) is included %Q the measure of treatment.

Additional variables thought to influencexteacher attitude ware .age,

seX, and -‘ass size. It is assumed that these four independent

variables were all measured very reliably, and, thus, were appropriately

.1locluded in the path c!.iag‘ram. _ -
® " The regress_i_t_m eq.ual:iotl corresponding l;o this path diagram 1is as
?ollows% ’
Zg = P5,121+ P5 o2y + P5 323 + Py 424 + P52,
'. By solving this linear regression equation it is possible to make

e oo ...-estimates -of the direct—effects (path coefficients) of prior variables
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upon subsequent Vari;bles. While these égfh coefficients do not in
themselves indicate causality they can be used to assess whether or not
the data are consistent with a prior vaudal model. Table 13 presents
the standardized partial regresaion coefficients or path coefficients
for each of the variables in Figure ? and the multiple correlation
obtained for expiaining posttraining teacher orientation toward problem

solving: task accomplishmenct.

- Table 13 *

.Muletiple Correlation and Standardized Partial Regresaion
Coefflcienis for Explaining Posttraining Teacher Orientation
Toward Problem Solving: 'Task Orientation?’

. X ‘Standardized

Exogenous Multiple Partial Regression

Variable Correlation Coefficient p-Value

Age A T M50 - .01

Sex : -.23 .19
Class Size ) | .23
" Training b -.16° .37

jd

30nly subjects for whom there were complete data were uaed in thia
analysis. (N=26, RUPS; N=10, Control; N=36, Total)

"It 1is apparent through examining Table 13 that RUPS training did
not have any direct effect on teacher orientat{on toward problem solving
as the corresponding coefficient was -.16. TH; nultiple correlation *
résulting f;om regreasing posttraiﬁing teacherldrientation toward
;roblém solving: ctaak accomplishment on the four variables in the path
model was .46. The-only significant path coefficient was for age

(p < .01), indicating that younger teachers saw themgselves as having

stronger orilentations toward problem sclving.
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Behavioral Effects. The information frop Form 1 of the Weekly Log

Kl

was used to answer the following two-part question.

0

Do RUPS trainees discuss theip problem solving knowledge
and gkills in their local schoola?

Do RUPS trainees uge theip problem solving knowledge and
gkills in their local schoola?

$

The mean frequenciés and standard deviations of reported agti?ities
with ‘gtudente a:erpresented‘in Table lé, and those with %aculty and -
colleagues are presented in Table 15. |

The results indicate that RUFS particpants reported engaging in
a mean frequency of 18.13 RUPS-like problem solving activities per week
with their students. The mean‘frequency of activities per week with
faculty and colleagues was only slightly higher X = 19.36), suggesting
that FUPS participants perceived that they used AUPS~like skills about
as often with cheir peers as with their students. This evidence
indicates ‘that the participants in thg RUPS workshop do use problem
golving skills in their work in the classrooms and with fagulty and °
colleagues. However, since there were no‘comparative data thﬁt can be
used to interpret these results either from ch;r training groups or
from the RUPS particip#nts prior to training, it cannot be determined
whether th;se results réflect cﬁanges in problem solving behavior that
are due to training, or represent typical teacher performance.

, It 1s interestiné to observe the frend that 1s apparént in the
weekly average frequency of activities. The perilod during which RUPé
skills were most frequent;y-reported used occurred in weeks 4, 5 and 6.

This pattern, however, may be an artifact‘of followup sessions and the

possible reactive nature of the data collection procedures. The first
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Teble i4 y
Weekly Log--Focus of Actlvicy: Students
Weeak 1 Weak 2 Meek 3 Week &4 Wuek 5 Week & Week T Week B Week 9
Actlviey X so, | X sb X so | X sb X se X o X so % sb X
Tricd co made an actusl weoce~ | 1,18 2,32 § 1.680 2,00 | 2.46 6717 | 4.35 11.30 | 3.65 11.47 | 3.32 9,94 J1.44 2.76 J1.79 4.22 | 1.53
ment of whaot & partlculer
problem was.
Trled to ldentify potentlal .85 2.18 291 2,41 | 1.2) 2,35 B85 2,47 138 4.14 | 1.50 5.70 232 1.01 | 1.35 2.85 .29 .
diff€lculeles and slde A . -
concerulng a part lculsr <J# . -
ptoblem.
Hade or got ecme teets oF 1.32 2.50 | 2.09 3.74 | 2.89 6.20 | 4£.59 11.24 | 4.03 11.42 | 3.32 9.93 ] 1.47 2.22 J2.00 4.29 | 1.85
quest lonralres to collect -
data about a problem.
Collected and analyzed dace .58 1.4% .62 1.01 f 1.53 13.95 .85 2.50 | 1.47 4.6 | 1.41 5.62 32 .9 .29 7 .85
and thought about how the ’
resules epplied to 3 |
partlcular probles. .
= - *
Thought of or Llsted different 742,23 ] 1,29 4.50 297 1.38 | 1.29 5.64 | 1.12 3.7 | 1.50 5.66 .59 1.9 .62 2.01 97 A9 9.09
solutions and plans of actlon .
toe solve & problom. , "
Trled out possible 30 lut lons 18 .63 50 1.4 23 L2k A 1.9 47 1,16 76 2,62 .23 1.05 35 1. 36 2.00
and plans’ of acclon to solve . .
a probles.
Evaluated or revised solutlon 68 2,00 | .47 5] 1.56 364 | 220 6.66 | 1.53 411 f2.36 9.51 1.00 2.64 .65 2.13 .50 1.93
Plane for sclving a problea. . N .
Discussed general problem "3 1.15 41 A9 41 1.13 .65 2.09 A8 039 | 1.00 3.8 21 .17 58 2,06 .29 1.09
solving-stracegles. . .
Digeussed gpeclfle Problem 1.00 2z.16 1.38 1.97 .o 9.00 | 4.12 10.56 .11 4.54 3.76 10.01 1.44 2.21 1.59 3.95 1.76 3.a5
solving procedures. .
Cd . -
Suggestéd gencral problem 47 1.05 ,.’53/1,05" 1.35 3.713 | .00 2.58 62 1.30 | 1.0 1.80 41 1.26 19 2.11 19 2.7
sulving strateglee. f .
- ———c—

Recommended speciflc problem —.85 2,12 | 1.47 2.43 | 2.77 9.01 | 2.29 9.92 | 3.29 11.26 |3.50 9.m9 [1.39 2.67 |1.32 3.89 | 1.56 3.77
solving procedures, ’ .
Attended to probiem of feed- 32 1.15 .59 1.84 | 1.32 .50 26 2,41 1 1.06 3.8 | 1.03 186 .29 .97 13 2.12 .82 ° 2.21
back and interpersonal .
communicat lons. . -
Arcended to probieﬂs of team- L7702.15 f 1.8 2,22 1 1.06 2.26 ] 1.82 4.15 ] 2.%% 9.27 1271 6.68 11,99 | 1.18 3,98 | 1.41 3.27
work amd group Interactlons. -
Thought ahout or engaged In 38 1.3 21 .54 .91 2.22 .38 1.10 82 2.38 ] 1.03 4.09 18 .52 58 2,17 11 201
apeclfle problem solving :
uctlvicies. |
X 9.6 13.39 I 2t.62 25.52 25.27 28.28 10.00 15.02 14,39
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Tabla 15

Weukly Log--Focus of Accivlcy: '

Paculcy and Colleagues

Acclvicy

Week 1

Week 2

Waek 3

Week &

Week 5

Meck &

Week 7

Week 9

|

-
X 5D

-

4 5o

-
X 5D

X 50

X an

|

sp 24

Trled ro make an scrual arare-
ment of whar ® pacclcular
problea waa.

T84 2,57

.0 1.30

+91 1.54

3.41 10.22

3.26 11.42

9.63

1.23

1.12

2,24 15.86

Triwd ro idenclfy porencsal
difflcuicies and alds
concérnlng s parriculac
problew.

61 .99

-85 1.07

.1 1.29

.40 .41

1.6l 4.08

1.59 5.717

.50 1.13

1.21

.68

1.90 0,56

Made or gor some feats o
gugdc {onnaices o collwcr
dara abour a problem. .

.no2.13

.85 1,20

.02 1.40

9.38

1.2 7.35

2.56 9.54

3.06

.73

.76

2.03 11.55

Collecred and analyzed dacas
and chought abour how rha
resules Applled (o 2
patcicular probiem,

A1 .96

JJ6 L.i%

.68 1.65

l.4d ~.68

97 2.17

1.26 4.14

2.0%

.76

.

2,15

Thoughe of or liaced dlfferenc
wolucions and plans of scclon
to solve a probles.

79 1.99

.65 1.13

.02 1.90

2,50

2,95 11.29

2,76

B

3.98

1.21i-3.80

13.35

Teied our posalble aplurions
and plans of acrion ro 30lve
a problem.

.29 .63

82 1.4)

.73 2.1

4.13

1.06 &.01

4l .B9

1.2%

2,715

.73

2,03 8.72

Evaluated or caviased solurlon
plans for solving » problem.

.82 2,00

56 .96

.59 1.08

2.50

.59 06

Discusged general problem
solving sccacegies.

.41 1.02

.23 .55

.82 1.0

73 2.3

b 1,46

Discussed specific pProblem
solving proceduces.

W41 2,68

2.09% 3.8}

2.62 §.50

.00

3.53 r.05

3.35

Suggesced gunecal problem
solving sccacregles.

59 1.35

2,70

2.21

1.80

.n

1.68

fecomended apeclfic problem
solving procedures.

1.00 2.39

1.81

2.80

9.95

6.33 .

3.73 10.25

-Acrended o problem of fued~-
back and lnrecpersonal
communicarions.

30 146

76 1.65

1.6%

.3

1.69

2.1

6.27

Actended o problem of resm-
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followup session occurred dﬁring the sixth week., At the end of the third
week participants from whom 'the Weekly Log-for the preceding week(s) had
" not been received were telephoned. In each case the intervention,

. either in the form of a phone call or the followup session, may have had
" the effeét of iﬁcreasing the self-reported fr;quency of activities. It
is nét possible to determine whether this effect was the result of
increased participant awareness of problem solving activiéies, or the
exaggerating of frequencies in response tﬁ soclal pressure.

It is also interesting to note the obvious differences in the
o;dering of the mean total frequency for eaﬁh activity over the nine-
week period that are dependent on the focus. of tﬁe activities. This
-suggests that different sets of skills are gsed in relat;on to differefit
audiences. The.three activities reported most freqﬁently used in rela-
tion to students are: (a) made or got some tests or questionnaires to
collect data about a problem, (b) tried to make an actual statement about
what a particular problem was, and (c) discussed particular problem
solving procedures. On the otheé hand, the three activities most
frequently used in relation to faculty and colleagues are: (a) discussed
specific problem solving pfocedures, (b) attended to problem‘of teamwork
and group interaction, and (¢) recommended specific problem solvin%
_procedures. There‘appeafs tﬁ be a tendency éo use and discuss skills
that are diagnostlcally and analytically oriented in relation tQ*SEEEh
with students, while-RUPS skills most frequently used in relation to
work with faculty and peers are those that are more oriented to the

generation of Rolutions.

Impact on Secondary Groups. The following (uestion was answered- Ly

data gathered from the two administrations of the School Activities

Questionnaire (SAQ) to the students of the RUPS tralnees.
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Does RUPS training result in changes in classroom climate? '

- This data tested the hypothesis that RUPS training has long-term
effects on the learning euvironment. The data and stacistical analyéis

are reported in Table 16. These analyses were condu&ted only from those

RUPS trainees having complete data.

L] . bl
~ .

Table 16

Correlated t-Values
SAQ--RUPS Treatment Group

Pea Post Diffacence ' -
Variable X SD X $D X $D t-Value | df | p-Valus
Reifforcement of 12.00 .6 1175 .71 | -.25 .67 | -2.04 [28| .05
Self-Concept * : i - '
Classroom i’argicipl:ion 10,49 .98 [ 10,32  .B) | ~.17 .47 -1.88 |28 07
Individualization of 11.46 67 11. 44 5% .03 .64 ' .21 |28 B4
Instruction “ . ) .
Democratic Classroom 14,19 1,30 | 14.39 1.10 .20 -8‘2, 1.31 |28 20
Control N

]

[3 1

The results of the correlated t-tests indicated that the only

L

significant change in any of the subscale measures over a three-month

+

period was for the reinforcement of self-concept scals with the
direction of the change being negative. Based on-iﬁése results, there
is no evidence that, as measured by the“SAQ, RUPS training had any
positive long-term effects'on learning environment. ,

Do RUPS tratnees tnvolve their students in problem

solving activities more than do teachers who have not

received RUPS training? )

It was hypothesized taat since RUPS 1is a workshop in problem

solving that is heavily oriented to use 1in classrooms, participacion:

in RUPS training would lead to a change in pfobl}am solving behaviors
. tr i .

o

e
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affecting the learning environment and that these changés could be

LA

detected in stﬁdent_ratings of classroom climate as measured b}ithe SKQ.I
hThe analyéis technique usged to t;est;'these hypotheses was path - ®
" analysis. The path diagram reflecting these hypotheses is.a“ exceﬁsion
of the path diq;ran presented in Figure 2 and is presented in Figure 3.
Variableg were selected for this path analysis on the basis of o
their mat'h wich cthe overall conceptgal model presented in Figure 1 and
.the }eliaﬁilities of the measures u;ed. As stated earlier it was ‘ s

assumed that age, sex, class size and RUPS' training (a dummy variable

where RUPS = 1 apd control = 0) were all reliably mésgared. Tﬂe task

—_accomplishment scale was chosen as the measure of teacher attitude Because: )
of its_r%latively superior reliability compared to the oth}r PSGQ scales
i Y

(see Table 2). Level of classroom participation, individualizacion of
instructlon, and democracic classroom contrcl were chosen as the final
de;endent variable:fecause thelr posttest reliabilities Qere all
signifieaﬁt beyondlthg .01 level. ‘

. The recursiveéregfession equations correSpqnding to this path,
diagram are as foliows:
- 25 = P512) + P5 323 + P5 323 + Pg .2, + P5 2,
. Zg = Bg 12) + Bg 32y + Bg 325 + Bg 2, + Ps,éz5 + P 0%

Table 17 includes the multiple correlatifn and the path coefficients

indicacing the presence of a direct relaticnship between each of the

exog&ous variables and the-Yevel of classroom participation. While
“# the mg;;ipl gorrelation 1s not significanc, the path coefficignts
(standardized partial regression cgefficients) indicate.that the data

‘conformed to the hypcthesls that.ceacher attituaé_zoward problem solving

influenced classroom climate as perceived by students. However, there
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®
-<;as no evidence that training had any impact on classroom climate as
measured by the level of classroom participation.
. _ ®
Table 17 .
. Meltiple Correlation and Standardized Partial Regression
Coefficients for Explaining Posttraining Level of i}
Classroom Participation? p
Standardized
Exogenous . Multiple Partial Regression .
Variable . Correlation | Coefficient p-Value
Age _ .46 CL21 .32 - ®
sex - . 029 013
Class Size . -.21 .25
Training ) N § | . .54 » ®
.. Posttraining Teacher - .46 .02 s
Orientation Toward . '
Problem Solving:
Tagk Accomplishment

apnly subjects for whom there were complete data weré used 1n this
analysis. (Classroom: WN=26, RUPS; N=10, Control; N=36, Total) .
(Student:; N=650, RUPS; N=28l1, Control; N=931, Total)

Tables 18 anﬁ 19 present replications of the path analysis using
individualizat,ion.of ingtruction ‘and democratic claésroom control as
the finglﬂqeggngent variables in the place ;f classroom participation.
E;sehhially ?1milar }esults were found. The major difference §eing that
the'multiple correlation obtained in Table 19 was sighif ant (p < .03)
indicating a better fit when democratic classroom control was used as a
£inal dependent variable. While training had no effect upon elther
individualization of_instructioﬁ ot democratic classroom control, these

data were again consistent with the hypothesis that teacher orientation

toward problem solving influenced student perceptions of classroom climate.
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Mulciple Correlation and Standardized Partial Regression

Table 18

Coefficients for Explaining Posttraining
Level of Individualization of Instruction?

' Standardized
Exogenous Multiple Partial Regression
Variable Correlation Coefficient p-Value
Age .44 .24 .25
Sex .17 .35
Class Size -.10 .58
Training -.19 31
Posttraining Teacher .38 .05
Oriencation Toward
Problem Solving: Ve
Task Accomplishment

NOTE: Classroom: . N=26, RUPS; N=10, Control; N=36, Total
Student: N=650, RUPS; N=281, Control; N=931, Total

Multiple Correlacion and Standardized Parctial Regression

Table 19

Coefficients for Explaining Posttraining
Level of Democratic Classroom Control?

72

Standardized. -
Exogenous Multiple Parcial Regression Ve
Variable Correlation Coefficient p=Value.
Age 57 - .24 - .21
Sex .22 %20
Clasgs Size .20 .24
Training -.02 .93
Posttraining Teacher | .49 01
Orientation Toward
Problem Solving:
Task Accomplishment :
~TT T ARDTE: Classroom: N=26, RUPS; N:IB:-¢Bié;;I;T§;§é:“E;£;I—_H_
Student: N=650, RUPS; N=281, Control; N=931, Total:
65
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CHAPTER FOUR: coucwéxpus | ' -
.: A summary of the findings from this study will be presented in '
this chapter. The conclusions will concern: ¢a) participant atcitudes
toward the RUPS instruction system, (b) trainee performiice, and
® . (c) .I:he impact of RUPS training on secondary audiences.
Participant Arcitudes Toward the RUPS Instructional System ‘ )
The majority of the participants responded positively to all
. questions that related to the workshop's guccess in meeting its goals
and objectives, presenting relevant mal:er.ials and concepts, meeting
-—- -~ -—personal-expectations, providing practical information; teaching ussé’ful
¢ skills, andlhelping parl:icipanl:s understand.the role and possibilicies
S ?- o-f problenm soIvi;lg -:Ln schoolsj‘The;e_ ;c_}-sil:élve opinions wer-e ;;erall;r
® maintained over a B-ﬁqqth period. However, participants became
‘less positive about the workshop’s success in offerii';g new ingighes
and ways of Giewing old problems, fewer people responded positively
‘. . " ‘ concerning the use a_nd applicabilicy of E:DPS to work wich ;tudmts,
and fewer people sumed_up their workshop experience positively. Tl;e
enthusiastic attitudes olf the participancs immediacely following the
-. workshop as reflected by I:heilr responses to the questionnaire were
confirmed by the observations of the evaluators who noted that the
activities and interpersconal i;'lteracl:ions in the workshop appeared to
® generate considerable enthusiasm on the part of the participants.
_ ' . These results indicate that persons who parcicipate in RUPS
workshops generally develop- positive, if not enl:ht:lsiasl:ic, acticudes
“.W_q o maboul:" all-éspecl:s of the instructional system. This is most likely
due to the lmportant role played by personal and group dyngmic; in the
- 67
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RUPS training, since both participants and observers attributed positive
participant attipudes to the group exercises. Furthermére, these posi-
tive attitudes a;pear to remain stable over a three-month period. The
few negative changes that occurred may be most likely attributed to
adjustment; caused by_feedback from attempts to use the techniques
taughk by RYPS. They most probably reflect a mofe realistic under-

. standing of cthe aﬁpliéability of RUPS 1in the school environment, ig

contrast to the gepneral enthusiasm Senerated'by the workshop. However,

the fact that most attitudes remained positive appears to indicate that

the participants did not réceive excessive negative feedback in their

S - —

— .. attempts to employ RUPS_techhiques.

. Trg;pée Atcicude
‘ There was a sigﬁificant in rease in ¢the RUPS tralnees' orientation:
toward task related problem solvi;E‘QEd c}assroom related problem solving.
The RUPS group was comps;red to a nontreatment control group by means of
path analysis. Training did not appear t¢ hgve any effect upon teacher

attitude as measured by the task accomplishment scale of che PSOQ. '

" The reéponses of the participants to the questions éoncerning
their working understandings of the materials did not change over three
months. At the conclusion of the workshop and again after thrge montps,
participants rated their working understanding of RUPS highly, indicating
a high degree of confidence in their abilities to understand and perform
) éhe skills and conﬁgpts leérned iﬁ tralning. There 1s, hgwever, no
}other evidence of the understanding and performance of prob}em solving

activities of che RUPS participants that would support these self-reports.

The SAQs that were administered to the classes of the RUPS participants-

which woulq have provided.supporting evidence did not produce significantly
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positive changes on any of the subscales. Although there 1is no
evidence available as to the actual performance change, these results

do provide evidence concerning the confidence and assurance of the

"pgéticipants in their ability to implement the AUPS process. It is

likely that this self-report is more an index of attitude and participant

gatigfaction rather than an index of .performance or pérformance change.
Ihe evidence in this section ténds to support the conclusion of

the previous gectior: RUPé is successful in promoting positive attitudes

toward training in its‘trainees. The positive attitudes are reflected

in the high degree of confidence and assurance the participants express

having in their working understanding of the materials.

Trainee Behavior

A

The results from F;rms 1l and 2 of the Weekly Log indicated that
after train{ng RUPS participants tendéd to ldentify fairly complex
problems for éheir improvement projects that are pursued fPr at least
a mbnth, and that they perceive themselves engaging in RUPS-like
problem solving activities with students and with faculty and colleagues.
As nolcomparative data are ava;I;ble on the Weekly Log, elther from
other groups or from the RUPS participants prior to the workshop, it is
not .possible to determine whether these reported beh;viors reflect
changes in trainee performance, or if they do, that these changes are
attributable to RUPS Qraining. '

In addition, it is likely that the responses of the traineeg

reflect a ﬁeightened awareness of and sensitivity to their problem

solving behaviors due to the reactive effects of the instruments. This

1s supported By the trend in the number of activities reported weekly

on Form 1, where the number peaked in the middle of the reported period
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and fell off toward the end. This most likely indicates thgt the
participants were initlially sensitized by the instruments, but that che
effect wore‘off'with repeated applications. Thus, it would appear that
the conclusion that can be drawn from éhese datra 1s that the self-reports
:of the participants probébly reflect an increased awarenéss of, énd
sensitivify to, problem solving and problem solvingipehaviors possibly

due to the inétruments, but the Weekly Log does not provide evidence as

to the existence ofﬁany change; in performance due to RUPS training.

Participant Behavioral Changes with Impact on Secondary Audiences

The secondary audiences that are being considered in this study are
the students and peers (faculty and colleagues) of the RUPS trainees.
The behaviora) changes and the nature of the impact were assessed through

Forﬁ 1 of the Weeki& Log and the SAQ.

u
b @

RUPS trainees report engaging in RUPQ-like problem solving
aétivities with beth their students an& pee}s. The frequeﬁcy of these
activfties,'however, may be somewhgt i;flated due to’ the reactive |
effects of the instruments Qs digcusged previouslyl Th; findings
indicate that RUPS trainees perceive themselves as using problem solving
skills, but thqt.the type of skills used differs in relation to the
specific audience that is being addressed. However, since there are
no preworkshop data or compariso; groups chat used the Weekly Log, 1t
is not p?ssible to @etermine if changes in Eﬁis type of behavior were
cuased b& participation in the RUPS workshop.

) Concerning impact of this behavior, it was assumed fhat.the self-
reports of RUPS trainees of their use of problem solving processes and

skills are indicative of a change in problem solving behaviors. It was

hypothesized that these changes would in turn éffect a change in the
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learnihg enviroonment 'as measured by the four subscales of the SAQ.
Howe\{er,‘stt:ldent Yatings on I:l.'le Sﬁ:Q did not t:.hange significantly over
time for the RUPS group fromﬁ pretest to posttest except for .one negative
change. Low religb@litiesbprecluded definitive conclusions concerning
the effectiveness of RUPS training in modifying clas;room climate as ‘
measured by four subscalés. In an atéempt to focus the analysis on
variableg that possessed adequate Feliability one cf;ssroom climate
measure, classroom participation, was used in a path éﬁalysis'désggned
to reflect the cﬁmplex hypothesls that RUPS tralning affects classroom
.climate through its impact upon‘the orientation qf teaqhers toward
using the problem solving procedures advocated in RUPS. The analyses
did not gupport the ?ypothesis dealing wiléh training effects on either
the teacher attitude measure or the level of clasgroom participation as.

gseen by students. Hoﬁever, gome support was glven to the hypothesis -

that teacher orientation toward problem solving was related to students'

perception of the level of classrooﬁ‘?arti;ipation. When this analysis
was repeated for two additional climate scales, individualization of
instruction and democrgtic classfhom control, essgntiall? similar’
results were obtained. ‘

Based on the data collected in this study, Ehere 13 no evidence
of behavioral changes that impact on secondary audiences and that m#y
be attributed to RUPS training. Although the participants perceive
themgelves as using and discussing their prbblem solving skills with
gtudents and peers and express a high degree of satisfaction with the
training, there 1s no evidence that would support the conclusions that

either their behavior 1s differept from their behavior prior to the

tr?ining, or 1f their behavior 1s indeed different, it has any
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" measurable impact on the secondary audiences in terms of the aspects of
classroom climate measured in this study. There was some evidence that
orienting behaviors of trainees as measured by the PSOQ task -

accomplishment scale did relate to the classroom learning enviroﬁment.

Summar

The results of this study indicate thaF RUP§ was effective 1in
qevelop;ng positive attitudes toward problem solving training. The study
did not Supplf evidence from which elther long- or short-term performhncg
changes can be inferred. The results do not necessarily indicate that

RUPS training was not effective in promoting change. It is possible

th;t a varlety of shortcomings and 11ﬁitations of the evaluation design
did not allow for the Ldentification and measurement of these changes.

In the same sense, the lack of evidence as to the impact of RUPS'training
on secondary audiences does not necessarily.indicate that RUPS had no
impact. This finding may be due té the particular approach taken to

this evaluation. Results do suggest, however, that tgacher attirtude

toward the application of problem solving techniques in dealing with

classroom tasks may be a viable route to wodifying classroom climate.

*
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Appendix A:
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STAGES OF EVALUATION AND PRODUCT
DEVELOPMENT OF THE IMPROVING
TEACHING COMPETENCIES PROGRAM




The management plan for the Improving Teaching Competencies
Program (see Resource Allccation and Méﬁagement.Plah, 1974) divides the
work flow for the development of an instruéti&ﬁal system into fi?e
‘phasés: Planning, Pilot, Interim, Field Test and Outcome.. Each phase
consists of certain development, evaluation and field relations
attivities that culminate in a milestone report.

The range ;f activities associated with‘deﬁeloping an instructional
system is summarized in Diagram I, pages 81-90. These activities are
divided into five major categories: needs, objectives, product devélop-

ment, testing and implementation. Diagram I also partitioné these

activitiss dbong seven functlonal areds Including management, develop-
ment, field relations,‘qissemination, formative evaluation; internal
summative evaluation and external summative evaluation. The matrix is
not necessarily prescriptive nor are the evalugpion relationsiilps among
each part stri&tly linéar. l

}" Thg specific activities engaged in during the development of an ’
instructional system differ according to the phase under consideration,
the unique needs‘of the specific product or change support ﬁrocess
being developed and, occasionally, the style ;references among work
unit teams. For more specific and detailed statements, reference should
be made to the development and evaluation plans and documents for each
work unit.

Evaluation differs according to each phase of the development.
During the initial phases, evaluation focuses on'fofmative issues and
provides information primariiy for system developers. During the
latter phéses, thé emphasis 1is on summativé evaluation which provides
informationqaﬁd judgments for potential users of the system. This

shift In emphasis is illustrated in Figure A.°
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Formative

Focus
of
Evaluation
Summacive A A A
Developmental Phases: Planning Pilot Interim Field Outcome

Figure A. ‘Evaluation Emphasis in the Developmental Phases.

The following paragraphs describe in general terms che ways

dhvaldpment and evaluation activities are organized for each phase of

-“:x

A0

prSEEEE.devaiobﬁint.

Planning Phase. In this phase, several key activities provide che

focus for effort. The initial conception’of the proposed instructional
system is described along wich its intended objectives. A need for the
proposed system is documented, and evidence provided that adequate Eon-
ceptualizations and instructional stratlzies exist or can be developed
feasibly for the proposed training pack;ge. Inicial development,
evaluation and dissemination plans are prodhced, as are timelines,
staffing needs and budgecs. . a

éilot Phase. In this phase, a prototype of the'iﬁstructiongl syst;m
is developed and tried out on a smali group of users from the:targe:
group. Objectives of che system and entry condicions for participants
are clarified. srogram evaluators provide formative evaluation informa-
tion to aggist developers with revisions. The informacion includes.
observer and trainer assessments of participant involvement in the-

activities, measurements of participant satisfaction with the content,

strategies and utility of the system. The workability of the activities,
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. A \
the logic of theqcontent and the quality of the teachingvhiES\Qnd
materials are also assessed at tnis phase by the user gtoups.:&\\'
Description and preliminary assessment of trainee outcoues'hne init%ated.
The collection of information regarding the marketability and costs
of the instructional system commences during the pilot phase as does the
docuaéntation of tne developers’ claims regarding the intents:of the

sygtem in comparison to existing, alternatives.

Interim Phase. During this phase, the instructional system goes

through one or more cycles of revision and a nearly finished produck is
completed. By the end of this phase, the appropriateness of objectives

) nas been determined, statements of objectives finalized and instrumen~"
tation to measure these selected‘or developeo. !For instructional systems
requiring a workshop format, specifications are'determined for desirable
workshop conditions and qualifications for effective trainers.

The major focus of the eva;uation activities for this phase is on
confirmation of the system's ability to produce specified short-ferm-
outcomes and to test the workshop conditions, trainer qualifications'
and dissemination feasibility. This may be accomplished partially
through conducting a "criterion workshop"” designed to resemble closely

" the £ield=conditions. ‘The basic decisjon served by evaluation is

whether the instructional system is readyﬂfot internal summative

evaluation and adequate for comprehensive field and outcome testing.
‘Field Test Phase. In tﬁis phase, minor revisions are made on the
instructional system and a product close to finished-form is expected

to exist. Also, in this phase, an internal summative evaluation will ‘

1?
focus on assessment of short-term outcomes of the instructional system.

Specifically, this means finding answers to questions reg:;?ing knowledge,-

N

.
»
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awareness and attitudinal growth, and pérticipant pefformance change
that can be expected as a result of active participation in tge system's
: training design under field conditions with cypical trgineeg, trainers
. and workshop settings. Varilables related to problems of installation
and dissewination may also‘be examined at-this point. ‘
Qutcome Phase. During this phase, which may occur simultaneously
with the previous phase{the instructionai syst%m is finished and internal
summative e?aluatiop will assess the system's abilicty to produée, not )
ounly specified short-term outcomes imn terms of parcticipant satisfaction,:
w**ﬂ-‘__-h—igb;I;dge, awareness or attitudinal gain and performance change, but alsc
transfer, retention and impact upon secondary aud;ences such ag students
and/or peers. At this point evaluatioﬁ plans are made for external
summative evaluation studies such as cricical comparisonSsbetwgen the
outcomes of the Inskructional system being evaluated and outcomes produced

by other relevant treatment efforts. External summative validations of

the product are also completed in this stage.
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INSTRUMENTS USED IN THE

RESEARCH UTILIZING PROBLEM SOLVING
EVALUATION STUDY

i




¢
11
Name
. ' , System
' : Trainer
“ ) Site
® . ' Date  Sex Age
", ‘ 1. HOME MAILING ADDRESS: Street ‘ Phone
v ) City _ State 2ip
P ) 2. WORK ADDRESS: Street - ‘Phone -
I ’ _ Cicty : State Zip . "
.. 3. . POSITION: (Check one) . Pfimary (1-3) . Elementary (4-6) .
. ' Jr. High (7-9) ___ Senior Bigh (10-12) -
® 4. YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE: (Check appropriate space below)
0 1-3 46 7-10 11 or more
— 5. "HIGHEST DEGREE OBTAINED: BA  __ MA  ___ Doctorate
® 6. CHECK THE APPROPRIATE SPACES IF YOU HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN OTHER
——NWREL—INSTRUCTIONAL-SYTEMS : - B
Interaction Analysis Interpersonal Influence
Facilitating Inquiry , Interpersonal Communications
. > ) .
Higher Level Thinking . Group Process Skills
¢ e Es
. SAFE PETC-I
, Conflict-Negotiations . PETIC-II
®
. ____ PETC-III
7. 'Peoi;le attend workshopa for a \;ariety: of reasons. Please check
" honestly any of the following reasons that apply to you, and circle
the checkmark of the reason which is most imgorcan in your decision
® to attend. . o
- __ It satisfies a requirement or gives me credits I need.
__ Many others in my school were attending.
—_ My superiors suggested I go. ’
____ My superiors gave me the Opportuﬂity to go.
® : - I was selected to attend. °
* My attendance was paid for.
I came because I really wanted to learn.
I'd heard

I had a particular problem to solve or deal with and thought
this training would help me.
L. Other (what?) .
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PROBLEM SOLVING ORIENTATION QUESTIONNAIRE

 — g

® + This questionnaire is beilpg used to obtain information concerning
various orlentations toward: problem Solving. Please answer. the
following questions as honestly and completely as possible. The Problem
Solving Orientation Questionnaire is to eovaluate the FI/PS system, NOT
'YOU. Information collected will be used only for these evaluation
purposes; all responses will be kept completely confidential.

e
¥

Qirectiorig for Completing the Questionnaire

Kl

. h separate answer sheet has been-provided for this test. Please be
o sure to write your name in the provided space. Mark all of your responses
e . on _this-sheet. IT IS MOST IMPORTANT THAT YOU USE ONLY A WUMBER 2 PENCIL.

—— On the scales below you will be asked to make predictions concerning
your behavior in a variety of situations. Mark your responses in the
way which corresponds to your predictiofis about your own behavior in the
following hypothetical situations. 4n example of the type of question

e . you uight be Qasked is:

. B0. Suppose your principal criticizes your treatment of a
: certain classroom problem and you feel the criticism 1is
unjustified due to circumstances unknown to the principal.
. What are the chang!es that you would try to defend your
@ actions by. l:elling the principal of these circumstances?

. 1.”  Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a ‘25 percent chance)
3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
e © ' 4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
v S. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

If you think this is how you would behave in such a situation, your
answer would be definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance) and your
v answer sheet would look like this:

® : 1 2 3 &4 5

w.0000 8 .‘

If, on the other hand, you are not sure but think this 1s how you
. would EOSSiblz behave (about a 50 percent chance), your answer sheet . .
would look like this: A 7

- u

1 2 3 4 5 .

00800 -

When changing an answer be sure your first answer 1s completely
® . erased before darkenliug the cdlumn of your choice.: MAKE SURE THERE
. ARE NO STRAY MARKS ON YOUR PAPER. . , '

*

AL

o> - -~ -
. .




A. 1.

Suppose you have a particularly difficult day with your class.
What are the chances that ¥ou would spend gome time listing the
specific problems you had encountered?

. L.
2.
3.
4.
3.

Suppcse

Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
Maybe {about a 25 percent chance)

Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)

Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

some other staff member at your school mentiones a problem

that you are alsoc experlencing. What are the chances that You
would -describe your own feelings or reactions to the problem?

1.
2.
3.
4.
3.

Suppose some of the students in your class seem to have difficulty

Almost none (less than a 10 percent ch .nce)
Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)

Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)

Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

»

mastering a particular skill. What are the chances that You would
consider how your own behavior was related to’ theirs as you
analyzed  their problem9

L.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Suppose

Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
Maybe {(about a 25 percent chance)

Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)

Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

R e e e —————— - T e e F———— i e

you were trying -out a new curriculum or project “in your

classroom. .What are the chances that you would regularly keep
a written record of problems you encountered?

l.
2.
3.

4 o

5.

Suppose
affects
chances
analyze

1.
2,
3.
4.

5. N

&

Almost none (less than a8 10 percent chance)
Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)

Possibly (about a 30 percent chance)

Almost always.{(about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

something hasﬂﬁcne wrong 1n your school--gsomething that
everyone and has everyone pretty upset. What are the
that you would remain quiet and wait for others to

the problem?

Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
Maybe .(about.a 25 percent chence)

Possibly (about a 75 percent chance)

Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

L]




. ’
' 6.

®
®

7.
®
. ¥

8.
®
® 9.
. 'y
e 10.
®

Suppose you and the students In your class have identified a
problem related to lunch time behavior. What are the chances

‘that you would encourage a class discussion of possible Wways

to overcome the problem?

1. JAImost none {less than a ‘10 percent chance)

2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance) -
3.. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)

4, Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)

5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

Suppose the staff is discussing a problem related to sharing
equipment and materials. What are the chances that you would
make a suggestion about a possible new arrangement that could
alleviate the probem. . :

* 1. Almost none (less thpan a 10 percent chance)
2. M:ybe {about a 25 percent chance)
« 3. Possgibly (a peccent chance)
4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
5. De?initely (greater than a 90 percent chanceé)

»

" Suppose you thought that many students in your class were not

doing well in a,particular area. What are the chances that
you would go to them and ask for their suggestions absut ways
that might improve the situation?

1., ‘Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)

2. “Maybe (about a 25 percent chance) .

3., Possibly (about a 50 percent chamce) ___ _ _ _  _ ._
4., Almogt always {(about a 75 percent chance)

5. Definitely (grsater than a 90 peroent ohanoe)

Suppose you and your class decided to take on a long-term .
project to help .the school or community in some way. What

are the chances that you .and-your class would jointly plan

all the steps involved and consider how you would monitor
progress as you implemented the project?

1. ‘Almost none (less than a 10 percent. chdnce)

2. < Maybe (about a 25 percent chance) '

3. Possibly ‘(about a.50 percent chance)

4. Almost-always (about a 75 percent clance) .
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

Suppose fpu set a goal to improve instruction in a particular
area. What are.the chances that you would make a detailed
written plan including a list of forces that could restrain
implementation before starting on the project?

. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)

- Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
Almost -always (about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

94 - 7
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11. Suppose you have an exciting idea for a new way of teaching that
could really enhance the degree of learning of students, but
suppose also that there.is a possibilicty that the new approach
might not go over at all. What are the chances that you would’
iry out the new method anyway if there was a high risk chat ‘the’

_new method would fail? R

* 1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)

2. Maybe (abou:v a 25 percent chance)

3. Poseibly (about a 50 percent chance)

4., Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)

5. Definitely {(greater than a 90 percent chance)

Suppose you develop a particularly useful and effective method for

" teaching something. What are the chances that you would:

(Questions 12 and 13)

12. Describe it briefly at a faculty meeting ;nd offer to meet with
.others who want to hear more about 1it?
i . Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
. Almost alwaye (about a 75 percent chance)
. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance) .

LV U B
. .

‘
13. Say nothing about it unless 'somebody asked you?

_1. - Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Miybe (about a 25 percent chance)

3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)

4, Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)

5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

Suppose you wanted to Improve your classroom effectiveness in some
area. What are the chances that you would: (Questions 14, 15 and 16)

14, Ask another teacher to observe your teaching and then have a
conference with you afterwards? - N

Almost none {lesa than a 10 percent chance)

Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)

Pogsibly (about a 50 percent chance)

Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)

. Definitely {(greater than a 90 percent chance)

L]

L]

. .
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15. Ask another teacher to let you observe how he/siie teaches in
order to get an idea how to improve your own teaching methods
and effectiveness? . ) '

1. Almost-none {less than a 10 percent chance)
ST 2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
- 3, Possgibly (about a 50 percent chance}
4, Almost always (about a 75 perceat chance)
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)
\ . .
\
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15.

Use a questionnaire to find out how your students feel about
your teaching in some area?

1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
. 2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance).
3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance) :
4., Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

Suppose you are present when ‘two other teachers get into a heated

argument about how the gchool should be run.
that you would:

What are the chances
{Questions 17, 18, 19, and 20)

[E R PN S
.

17. Llisten to both parties in che argument and then side with the
one you think is righe?
1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 percent -chance)
3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
N *4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
B 5. Definitely (greater than & 90 percent chance)
18, Avoid gectting involved in.the interaction at all?
1. Almost'none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
" 5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percedt chance)
19. Help each one in the argument to understand the viewpoint of
the other?
o . 1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chanée)
’ 2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
3. Possibly (about.a 50 percent chance)
4. Almost‘always (about a 75 percent chance)
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)
20. Try to get the two to quiet down and stop arguing?

Almost none (less than & 10 percert chance)
Maybe (about a 25 percent chance).

Possibly (about a 50 percent chance) . v
Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
Definitely ggreater thaq a 90 percent chance)
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E. Suppose you strongly disagree with 2z procedure that the principal has-
coutlined for all to follow. What are the chances that you would: ,
! (Questions 21, 22, and 23) }
e . , <
2I." Go and talk with the principal about this disagreement? ' ®
1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
3. Possidbly (about a 50 percent chance) .
4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
. 5. ,Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance) @
22. Say nothing buc ignore the principal’s directive? .
) 1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
“ -2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
. 3. Possibly (about a’ 50 perceni chance) ®
.. 4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance) B
23. Say nothing but comply with the principal’s directive? -
1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance), s .

2. - Maybe (about a 25 percent.chance)
3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance) ~
4. Almost-always (about a 75 percent chance)
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)
F. One of the frustrations in working in schools is that things don't
always go as well as planned. Suppose something has gone wrong in
your school--something that affects everyone and hag everyone pretty -
upset. What are the chances that you would: -(Questions 24, 25 and 26) .
‘24. Make suggestions to the staff regarding.who was responsible for
things going wrong so accountability can be established the next . .
time things go wrong?

P
+ - ?

1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)

— 2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance) . -
T T = 3—Possibly-(about a 50 percent chance) .

4, Almost always (about a 75 percent chance) - v
5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)

25. Remain quiet and walt for others to analyze the problem?

1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 'percent chance)

3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)

4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)

5. Definitely (greater‘than a 90 percent chance)

S e .
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’ 26. Make suggestions to the staff about possible new arrangements
to preirent this upsetting occurrence?
Py ' ) ) ot * 1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chancea)

2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
: 3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
‘ ‘4. Almost always (about 2 75 percent chance)
i 5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)
® G. Suppose you have worked herd in developinfg a gew way for teaching
something to your students. However, six months later you discover
that achievement had not increased. 1In fact, several students are
doing less well than before. .What are the chances that you muld'
(Questions 27, 28, 29 30, and 31) . ,

® 27. Go and I:alk to’ the principal about what you had 'done?. ' '
¢ - I £ ¥ ‘k
1. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance) -
3. Possibly (about a 30 percent chance)

4. Almost’always (about a 75 percent chance) ]
® 5. Defir;i’tely (greal:erf than a 90‘ percent chance) -
¥

28. Say nothing but st:rc working out another plan?
; 1. Almost nbne (less than a 10 percent chance)
to. ] 2. Maybe (about a 25 ‘percent chance) ‘
® 3. Possibly (atyut a 50 percent chance)
- 4. Almost always ‘(about a 75 percent chance)
' 5. Deéfinitely (greater than a 90 'percent chance)
. -

29. Go and. talk to another colle_agu-e about what you had done?

&

® . ; 1. Almost none (less than .4 10 percent chance)-
: 2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
! 3. Possibly (about a 50 percerit chance)

4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
5. Definitely (greater than-a 90 percent chance)
--——7'—""--—_-—'

o . | 30. _Re very disippointed-sad—feel—-real dense of ‘ailure? .

1. Aimosc none (less than a 10_pércenl; chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)

. ' 3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance) -
- 4. Almoést always (about a 75 percent chance) -
L S. .Definitely (greater than a %90 percent chance) ' .
31. Make a list to describe what's going well and what's getting R
. in the way before you started to revise your plan or develop
. a new one? . . -
® : ) 1. Almosl: none (less than a 10 percent chance) «

2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
3. Possibly (about a 50 percent chance)
) 4. Almost always (about a 75 percent chance)
» . 5. Definitely (greater than a 90 percent chance)
. ' 101
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Directions

SCHOOL ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE

13

The purpose of the questions in this booklet 1is to find out what
-youvr class 1s like. This is riot a “test." Your teacher will not see
your answers and you do not have to put-your name on the answer sheet.

This 1s an example of the kind of questions you might be asked:

80. Do you like to come tu school?

1. Yes .
2. NO ’ + . T
3. Sometimes .

To answer this question, first decide if your answer is "Yes,"
"No,' or "Sometimes." If your answer 1s "Yes," look at your answer
sheet (the blue and white paper) and find Question 80 Wich your
pencll darken Column 1 of Question 80,

Your answer on the answer sheet would look like this:

1 2 3 4 5

so. @ U0 000 |

If your answer.was "Sometimes,” Number 3, your answer would look
_like this: _ .
1 2 3 4.5
so. 0 OO0 00O

If you want to change an answer, be sure to erase your first
answer and darken the column for your final answer.

3

Work as quickly as you can. The person administering the test -
will tell you when to stop, '

PLEASE TRY TO GIVE YOUR HONEST FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR CLASS.

-~
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1. Do you Tike to come to school?
l. Yes

. 2. No

: 3. Sometimes

2. Are you proud of the things you do in school?
l. Very proud :
2, Proud of some things, not proud of others
3. Not very proud
3

3. How often do you talk to a. teacher by yourself about your school

‘work? .
1. Two or three times a day
2. About once a day
3. About once a week
4. Almost never

4. How often do the students in your class talk to the teacher about
how much time they should spend on an activity?

1.- More than once a day
2. About once a day

3. Two or three times a week : . .
4. Once a week X
? 3. Not very often ’

5. How do you usually feel wheJ your teacher talks to you about your
school work? | |

1. ‘- Encouraged l
2. Don't know
3. A lictle discouraged

6. In the classroom, -the teacher usually calls on:

1. The same group of students s
2. "Almost all' the students

7. 1In general, how are problems usually solved in your classroom?

1. Our teacher solves the problems alone
- 2. The teacher and the students work together

[}

8. Do you have activities where the teacﬁer has you tell someone else
about something?

1. No, haven't done that yet

2. Not Vvery often

3. About once a week

4.  Yes, two or three times a week or more

104
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9. Does your teach:r know what is eas¥ and what 1s hard for you? ~
1. No, not very well ; i
® ~ 2. Sometimes .
3. Yes, knows very well ‘ .

10. Who decides what the class will do? ) o
. 1. 7The.teacher usually decides l:;y him/herself what the class
. ’ a}/t:rf,['f do
. 2. We often plan wich the teachers what we will do

11. Does your class have activitiés where many students get called on?

. 1. No, haven't done that yet ‘ .
® 2. 9Not very often ) v
3. About once a week ’
' 4. Yes, about once a day or more e
12. How often does your teacher encourage you to try a different task?
® . 1. Almost never ¥
2. Sometimes, once a week or less
3. Fairly oftem, two or three times a week
4. . About once a day
5.,' Two or three times a day
® 13. Does your class have discussions about how the students should act?
l. Yes _ .
2. Not very often
3. No, generally the teacher tells us
® 14, How often do you spend more time on some activities than other
students do? .
1. Fairly 6fcen, two or three .times a week’
2. Sometimes, about once a week or less
_ 3. Almost nev '
@ ' .
15, Do you ever work on scmething that other students in your class
are not working on? °
1. No, usually we work on the same thing
2. Sometimes, about once a week or less
@ 3. Fairly often, two or three times a week

16. How often does your teacher let students jecide how an activity .
or project should, be done?

' 1. Almost never !
@ b 2. Sometimes
. 3. Most of the time

7
o 3
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17. How often does your teaciher permit a lot of talking and activities
in your- classroom?

.

l. A number of.times a:day
2. About once a day
3. The classroom 1is usually rather quiet

18. How often do other students in your class tell you that you have
done a good job?
1. Not very often
. 2. About once a week
. . 3. About two or three times a week
4. Once a day or more

19. Do you think your teacher knows what kinds of activities you like
the most?

1. Not very well
2. T don't know

3. Yes
. 20. How often can you speak out in a classroom discussion when you
" . want to? ook
1. Almost never )
2. Not very often :
3. Sometimes
4. Fairly often
5, Alwavs

-

2l. How often do you apend less time on some activities than other
studentk do? -
I
1. Fairly often, two or three times a week
2. Sometimes, about ‘once a week or less
3. Almost never

22. How often do you have class activities where many students take
turng speaking? 2

More than once a day ) p

Once a day .

Two or three times a week

About once a week

Not very often

.

.

.

w £~ W
. .
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23.

24,

7 .

How often does;ycar teacher tell you about something you have
done well? 2

1. Almost never

2. Sometimes, once a week or less

3. Fairly often, ‘two or three times a week

4. About once a day ’

5.

Two or three times a day ’

P

How nften do you have class discussions where many students have
something to say? = . ‘ ‘

-

VI D

Haven't done that yeét

Not very often

About once a week

Two or three times a week
About once a day, or more

107
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C . __Name _ _ N
Position T L
) Trainer ':f
® -

-RUPS POSTTRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE
S
5 The purpose of this questionnajire is to provide information gbout
® ' your views concerning the RUPS workshop. The information will be used
to help us ‘learn more about how workshop participants feel ahout Lhe
- RUPS system. The questionhaire is intended to evaluate the workshop,

NOT YOU. Please gnswer all of the following questions as honestly and
completely as possible; all responses will be kept coufidential.

® A, The following questions (1-11) ask for your judgments dbout ;he
success of the workshop in achileving its goals. Using the S~point
scale below please circle the number indicating how successful you
would say the information, materialg, practice exercises, agd
methods used in this workshop were in achieving the followiug goals.

® : . U
-1 2 , 3 4 5
Not at all Barely Somewhat Successful Extremely
successful successful successful sucgzessful
® -
- Not at all E}tremely
successful - %ccessful
How successful do you feel 3
} the workshop was in:
® ,_ . \ ,
' 1. ;Providing clear informa~ 1 2 3 4 5
‘tion concerning directicns
' and rationales for the
’ different sesgions.
® : 2. Offering new insights, 1 2 3 4 5
) new ways of viewing old
problems.
3. Addressing what you 1 2 3 b b
thought were Important ,
® issues/vital concerns.
4. Demanding original ! 2 3 4 S
‘thinking on your part. . o
5.  Presenting clearly under- 1 2 -3 é 5
® - . standable definitions and ) ‘
descriptions of problem
solving.

. , 1109
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, ' .
’ Not at all Excremely N
successful successful .
6, Hel'ping you understand the 1 2 - 3 4 5 @
role and possibilicy of . . T .
problem solving in schools. . o )
A
7. Maincaining your inceresc 1 2 3 4 5 ‘
, chroughouc the workshop. .
. 8. Providing useful skills and 1 2 3 &, 5 . ¢
concepts for working with N
others outside your . .
professional life. '’ u
9. Providing informatien with 1 2 3 7 4 .5 ° ®
practical applicaction for v :
*your work wich students.
- " B - -
10. , Providing information with 1 2 73 4 5
A/ practical application for .
* your work with teachers. » ° . -
11. Providing informacion’ with 12 3 4 5 .
. practical 9pplication for 7 ' . » . 4
your work with superiors. . .

B. The following quescions (12-23) are concerned wich your understanding
of the conceptual materials and your ability to apply the skills -
learned in this workshop. For each of the following concepts and ’
skills, we would like you to respond to the quescion "How well do
you feel you have a working:undersl:anding of..." on che following

scale, :
1 . 2 . - ¥ 4 )
_I don't understand the ‘I don't understand the T understand the I understand the
concept and could not concept but could concept hut could concept and’ could
aPPly the skills apply the skills not apply the skills apply the skills

How well do you feel you have a
working understanding of:

. . 12. Applying the 4-guideline 1 2 3 4 5
criceria for writing a ° -
problem scat emgn'c .

13. Using the forcefield 1 2 3 4 5
) diagnoscic technique. ’

14, Selecting and creating 1 2 3 4 5
instruments for data
gacthering.

3 Ll
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®
15. Using criceria for ¢ k . 2 3 4 5
- deriving implicacions . ’
! from research findings. *
® 16. Spotting and analyzing 1 2 - 3 A 5
major results of data
collected.
17. 'krainstorming action 1 2 3 4 5
® ‘ ' - alternatives to meet’ .
: implications derived
from findings.
18. Applying guidelines for 1 2 3 . 4 5
_ plamning and implementing
¢ ' action alternatives.
19, Evaluating solution plans. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Paraphrasing interpersonal| 1 2 3 4 5
. communications.
. . N

21. Using concepts and skills 1 2 34 5
of giving and réceéiving .
feedback.

. 22, Diagnosing teamwork, , . 1 2 3 4 5
@ relations. -~ ! ‘

23." Identifying and evaluating| 1 2 34 5
small group dynamics, '

C. The fecllowing, questions deal",}i;il:h how.you feel about the workshop
® - as a whole and about its usefulness for yourself and others.

24. How successful do you Not at all ot Extremely
feel this workshop was successful * . successful
in meeting your expecta- ’ 3 '

o, tions about what you 1 2 3 4 5
L . personally wanted' to get
out of 1t? o
25. How clearly did you |Very clearly . "Not at all
. understand the workshop's ol .
® overall objectives? 1 2 3 4 5
s 26. How successful do you Extremely Not at all
" feel the workshop was successful successful
L in achieving its ovekall ; '
' objectives? 1 C2 3 4 5
° :
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27. How useful do you feel the |Very useful 0f no use

skills and ‘concepts you
have learned are in 1 2 3 4 5
ptoblem aolving?

28, In all honesty, how much Completely Not at all
.do you plan to use the oo .
ideas, skills and/or 1 2 3 4 5

materials pregsented in
this workshop as an

integral part of your work? N
f. : n ~ . e
' 29, Now that the workshop is Extremely 0f no worth
over, how would you sum yp |worthwhile at all
the experience? )
1 2 3 4 5
30. 'Wouldﬁyou recomménd this, DefiniEely . Definicely
workahop to a friend -| recommend ‘not recommend
< . whose Intevests are like - . \
yours? _ 1 2 3 4 5




WEEKLY LOG

'

~ .

In order that we may be able to judge the effeccivenpss of the RUPS
training system, we would like You to keep a weekly log of whatever
problem solving activities you engage in. Our interest is: in evaluating
the system and not your performancé. Thus, wé would appreclate your
candid responses. There is no need to fut your name on the' forms and
all information will be held strictly confidencial. R

On each ‘Friday, from October 25 through December 20, we would. like
vou to fill out & brief l4-item checklist indicacting the frequency with
which you engaged in certain problenm solving activicies during the lasc

‘- week. This checklist is labeled Form 1 and you will find a sample
_ attached to these directions. You will note that the date you are to

return the form is indicated at the top. On each Friday you would
simply find cthe appropriately daced form, indicate the number of cimes
you engaged in eacy activicy in.che last week, and return the form tc us.

On every other week we ask that you fill out an additional form,
Form 2, concerning the nature of the problems you have been working on
during the preceding two weeks. Each problem you work on would require
an additional Form 2, and since you may work on several problems during

‘a. 2-week period, we have included extra forms in the back of the

-

‘plete the forms and drop them in the mail. We realize, however, that

folder. TForm 2 asks you to briefly describe the nature of the problem
you worked on and -quickly indicate what you have done on the problem, °
and what difficulties and successes you have encountered. A sample
copy of Form 2 is actached. ) .

We have provided stamped return.envelopes in the back of the folder
along with extra coples of Form 1 and Form 2. Every Friday, then, you
should complete til: appropriately dated forms and mall chem to us. We
anticipate that it should take no longer than 15 to 30 minutes to com-
some Fridays you may feel you do not have the time. We would strongly ’
urge you, however, to take the few minutes to complete the forms. If
you wait several days, you will probably find it much more diﬁficult—-w
to recall your past problem solving activities. Because it is very = -
important for us to receive these forms on time, we will contact You
by phone in che event that your forms becomchseveral days late.

We greatly appreciate your taking the time to keep this Weekly Log
for us. 'If you have difficulcies or questions concerning this Log or
any other aspect of ‘the RUPS trainyng and data collection, please feel -
free to call one of the individuals below collect'

Name: * Nick Smich Rachel Rassen .
Office Phone: - (503)224-3650, ext. 323  (503)224-3650, ext. 267

‘ Home Fhone: (503)649-4503 - (503)234~-8891

T
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FORM 1

Please complate and mail this Porm on Friday,

In the spaces provided to the right, indicate
how many times in the last week you engaged in
the following activities that focused on
classroom students or _your faculty and -
colludgues

o 1..

30

50

80
- 90
10.

11.
12,
130

14,

114

Activity ,

Tried to make an actual Statement of what
a particular problem was.

Tried to identify. potlmti&l difficulties and
aids concerning a particular problem

Made or got some tests or questionnaires to
collect data about a problem.
Collected and analyzad data and thought about .

how the results applied to a particular problem.

~
Thought of or listed different solutions and
plans of action to solve a problem. =~ -«

Tried out possible solutions and plans of
action to solve a problem.

. Evaluated or teviged solut:l.on plans for

solving a- problm. '
Biscusstd general problen aolv:lng strtrtgies. "
Biscussed specific problem .solving procedures.
Suggested gtnarni problen solving strntagiles.

Recopmended specified problen solving
procedures.

Attended to problen of ftcdblck and interpersonal
communications. *

Attended to problems of tessiwork and group
interactions. .

-

Thought. about or eﬁgagld in specific problam ,
solving activities.

. 169 .
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OFFICE USE
Form [1] @
1
Week | ||
23 -
No. L 1§ :
2 5 6
., [Focus of Act_::&v:lry
Classroom Faculty and ®
Students Colleagues
<
(.
i t?
) - o
Ly 1 '

’
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FORM 2 OFFICE USE
Forwm | 2]
Please complete and mail this Form on Friday, . 1
. Please tecall a pattliculiat ptoblem you worked in the last two Week L | |

weeks and answet the following questions with it in mind. . Lt
Fot each ptoblem you wotked om, complaete a sepal:al:e Form 2
indicating the date as above, 1 Neo.
. . * 4 5 &

® . -

Btiefly indicate the natute of the problem you wotked on.

. »
. Was this'the ptoblem you indicated at the ___yes ___ no LJ
. wotkshop meeting that you would be wotking (1) (0) 7
on? (check one) s,
' _ves ___no LJ
@ . Did you teport on this ptoblem on a Form 2 (1) (0) - 8
. . . two weeks -,a_go? (check one) - * £,

Check (¥) which of the following you have done on this problem.

“ I’ - (1) r . : A r +
’ 1. ___ Teled to make #n actual statement of what a LJ
® ) patticulat ptoblem was. . ' L -~ 9
. . 2._ ___ Tried to identify potential difficulries and L]
d aids concerning a patticulat ptobdlem, 10
L 3. __, Made ot got some tasks ol:‘qu'est:l.onna:l.l:et to LJ )
® . . ' collect data abour a ptoblem. . 11
! " 4. '___ Collected and analyzed data and thought about - LJ .
" = how the tesulrs applied to a.pattiiculat ptoblem, 12 :
T s, __* Thought of ot listed diffetent solutions and LJ
plans of action to selve i ptoblem.: * 13
® - 6. ___ Ttied out Possible solutions ‘and plans of ol Lot
action to solve & ptobln. : ) . 14 ’
x
- ) 7. Bvalual:ed ot tevised solutipn plau fot solving LJ
. a ptoblem. Lo 15
® ; . Of the acl::l.\r:l.l::l.es you hsve, checked, which one did you have the LJ T
St .most_difficulty with? ) . . 16 .
. . L] N 9 *
. If you had difficulty with another activity, which one? . ] . .
R S : e T 17
How many houts have you spent wotking on this ptoblem?
® . : i3 1% 20 .
- How Many houts ( ) ové: how many weeks ( ) will you : :
ptobably need to complete the test of your wotk? ‘ 2122 23 * .
24 25

e . 1) | o
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FORM 2 (continued) g
Check (¥) below those difficulties you have had in working OFFICE USE
(1)
on this problem. : ®
1. 1 an experiencing resistance from students. L’ -
; ) 26 ¢
2, ___ 1 am experiencing resistance from faculty. L]
‘ 7
3. ___ 1 lack sufficient time to work on the problem. L :
. 28 ®
4. 1 lack sufficieat resources to work ou the problem. L ,
. 29
- 5. ___ 1 do not have administrative support. L
’ B 30
6. __ I do not have support from other teachers. ) |
3l
@
Check () how successful you.feel you are in dealing with this
(1)
particular problem. - il ot ] "
. 1. 1 am (check one): |32|
(1). __ enthdsiastic . ., @
(2) ____-hopeful . . .
(3) ___ doubtful ) .
‘ (4) __ discouraged N -
2. I think I will be able to solve (check one)(1l) __ all, L
(2) ___ part, (3) __ none of the the problem. 33 °
. 3. 1 will probably need (check one) (1) much, L
.(2) some, (3) no additional help or training 34 -
to solve this problem.
! . 4. 1f you attended the wrkshop training, how.useful do you L '
feel the training was in uorking on this problem? 35 ®
~(check one) :
. .
) (1) ___ very useful
(2} ___ moderately useful
(3) __ unuseful
(4) .. __ hampered my efforts




FOLLOWUP QUESTIONNAIRE . - s

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain
information about your feelings concerning the
workshop ‘'you sttended three months ago. Pleaas
ansver all of the following questions as honestly
. and completely as possible. All responses will
. " be kept completely confidential.

L

The following questions (32-38) ask for your judgments ghout the success of the
workshop in achieving”its goals. Using the 5-point scale beldw pleaae circle the
number indicating how succeasful you would say tha information, materiala, practice

exercises, and methods used in this workshop were in achieving the following goals.

1 I 3 4 5

Not at all Barely Somewhat "  Successful Extremely
successful -succesaful successful ' successful
| Not at all -7 Extremely
. - successful : successaful

e

How successful do you feel the workshop °

-

s

was in: . < Iﬂ'
e 32. Offering new insights, -new ways of o1 2 a4 s
viewing old problems. ¢ ’ .
33, Addressing fmportant issues, vital 1 - 2 3 4 s
concerns. !
3. Presenting 8 clearly understandable 1 2 3 4 3
description of problem solving. ) - > '
35. Providing useful akills and concepts 1 2 3 4 ]

for working with others outside your
profeasional life.

36. Providing information with practical 1 2 3 4 5
application for your work with
studenta.

37. Providing information yith practical 1 2 3 . & "$
application for your work with ) "
teachers. . 2o

38.) Providing information with dractical 1 2- 3 4 . 5

“application for your work with '
superiors.

The following questions (39-45) deal with how you feel about the workshop as
a whole and about ifs usefulness for yourself and others.

39. Compared to othier workshops you have attended, how successfil do you feel
this workahop was in meeting your expectations about what you personally
wanted to get out of it?

£l

1 2 . 3 o4 ]
Extremely Relatively Neutral Relativaly Not at all
successful in - suicessful - unsucceasful successful in
¢ meet ing ay * meeting my
expectaticens .expectations

1 1 2 ’ . . ..117_




@
40. How successful do you feel che workshop was in achieving its overall
objectives?
1 2 3 o 4 [}
Extremely Relacively Bautral Relacively =  Not ac all
successful successful unsuccessful succeesful ®
41, Compared to what you learned in other workshops, how useful do you feel
the skills and concepts you have learned are in problem solving?
. 1 2 3 4 L] .
Very useful Relacively Neuctral, Relacively Useless .
useful . useless . ®
42. Now that the workshop is over, how would'yo.l.l sum up the exéorience?
1 2 3 4 L
Extremely - Very Worthwhile Barely . - . of no mr;h
worthwhile worthwhile worthwhile T atall
4}, Would you recoumend this workshop to any of your friends or colleagues?
1 2 3 P s Y
Definitely Possibly . Recommend with Probably mot Definitely not
recommend reconaend resarvations recommend racoomend
44. -In relation to your expenditure of cime an-dfor money, how valuable has ] @
. the workshop been to you? . . .
1 2 ‘ 3 » 4 ‘ s '
o Extremely Moderacely Of some value . Of limired Of no value
- valuable valuable . value - . 'w
45, £ Conpare& Po other workshops, how useful do you chink ‘the workshop would @
R be as a training experience for your*colleagues? .
- 1 2 3 6 7 S,
Very Relacively Naucral Relacively Uaelens
useful useful . useless
The following questious (46=37) sr‘e concerned with your understsnding of the @
conceptual materials and your ability to apply the skills lesrned in this workshop.
For each of the following conicepts and skills, we would like you to respond to the
question, "How well do you feel you have a working understanding of..." on the
following scale.
. 1 - 2 . 3 : 4
‘ I don't understand the I don’t understand the I underscand the 1 understand.the ®
* concept and could not concept buc could concept but could concept and could
“apoly th. skills apply the skills not apply the skills apply the skille
i P .
How well do you feel you have a working - 1, 2 3 -4 5
, understanding of:
. 46. Applying che 4-guideline criteria for q1l 2 3 4 3 . ®
writing a problem statement. . . v
47. Using the forcefield diagnostic technique. | 1 2 3 LI .
X 48, Selecting and creating instrumeénts for 11 2 3 4 5 .
data sar.hering ®
49. Using criteria for deriving impl.ications it 2 3 & 5 »
¢ from research findings. . -
. . .
118 .t
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. .,( ’ '(! 1
) . 3 LENY -
50. Spotting and anilyzins major results 1 2 3 -4 -5
of data collected.
& 51. Brainstorming action altérnatives to 1 2 3 4. 5
meet implications derived from )
tindings.
52. Applying guidelines for planning and 1 2 3 4, 3
implementing action alternatives.
. , /
] ) 53. Evaluating’solution plans. 11 2 3 4 5
54. Paraphrasing interpersonal communications 1 2 3 R 3
35. Using concepts and skills of giving and 1 2 3 4 5
receiving feedback. ®
@ 56. Diagnosing teaawork relattonas.’ 1 2 3 4 5
i 57. Identifyias and evaluating small group 1 2 3 4 5 .
dynamics. : ) o .
b
¢ 5, . N .
i F ;‘
o . . ‘,
& ' ‘!
’ : ~ : L %A
4 .
o .
£ - "'.‘
. ‘ o 1
@ -
'] Co .
<
g 3
. » ' [
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Appendix C:

PSYCHOMETRIC EVALUATION OF THE
PROBLEM SOLVING ORIENTATION'.

QUESTIONNAIRE -

L




This is a technical note designed to present psychometric N
informacion which may be used in evaluating a self-report attitude -
ingtrument called the Problem Solving Orientation Quest;onﬁaire (PSOQ) .
The PSOQ was developed specifically for the evaluation of Research

Uttthzng Problem Solving (RUPS), an instructional system designed for

training teachers in a generip problem solving model for classroom _ 1

LI

applicacion. The PSOQ.is a self;report questionnaire designed to

‘measure certain aspects of the orientation of teachers toward problem

solving. Respondents are presented with a variety of realistic problem
situations and asked to estimate the probability of their reacting in

a manner consistent with the "action research” orientation toward

L, .

probleﬁ solving adéﬁcaqggﬁ}n RUPS training. Responses to items are

made on a 5-point multiple choice scale identical to that in the

following sample item, S
, . o
Suppose something has gone wrong in your school--
something that affects everyone and has everyone
upset. What are the chances that you would remain
quiet and wait for others to analyze the problem? )
"l. Almost none (less than a 10 percent chance)
2. Maybe (about a 25 percent chance)
3. Pogsibly (about a 50 percent chance)
4. Almogt always (about a 75 percent chance) -
5. Dafinitef§ (greater than a 90 percent chance)

The ifems from the PSOQ were categorized according to two classi-
fication schemes determined by the content of the situation presentei
in the item stem. The firsct classification scheme divides the situations

described in the PSOQ into two categories: (a) situations°dealing

primarily with intergersonal relationships, and (b) situations dealing

primarily with tagk-accomplishment.

k]

»

The gecond classification scheme also divides the situations

déscribed in the PSOQ into two categories: (a) situations ;elﬁgzanfo

T

s e




classrcom problem solving activicies, ;nd (b) situations related to
nonclassroom problem sglving activicies, Sppres'for'each get of items /
were the sum of the reSpoﬁsed to'each item within that category.

Two developers of the RUPS iéskfuctional system and four evaluators
who had never. received RUPS training were instrumental in assign?ns the
items to the categories described above. Each developer and evaluator
received a.complete PSOQ, with each item printed on an index card. They
yere'insqructed to w;rk independently and assign items either to a task
,orientgtion category or to an interpersonal oriantati&n category. Iltems
which the evaluators and developé;s could not undnimously‘assign tc these

two categorles were not scored. Of cthe 31 items»in the PS0Q, only two -

.were eliminated because of lack of unanimity. Twelve items were classified

4

&

as dealing wicth ctasks and seventeen with interpérsonal fela;ionships.

The same-procedure of sorting cards was followed for the classroom :
- 4 R ' .

and nonclassroom categories. Twelve items w;re placed in the claséfoom

situation category, seventeen items were placed in the nonclassroom

situatioﬁ category and two items were deleted due to lack of unanimity.b oT
Pretraining daca fﬁom.; sample of 87 teachers who responded ¢o :he;§'
PS0Q were used.to calculate split half reliabilicies, which were fi\
corrected with the Spearman Brown Prophecy formula. These 87 teachers}kv
-were parti;ipants'in RUPS, two other MWREL workshops, oq,meqberé of thgﬁ
;onkrol group used in an evaluation study. . ) ' . T
In addition to the'split-hslf reliabilities, test=retest reliabilitiés -
weré computed with the same group of 87 teashers. Since the test-ret?st
reliabilities were Sasei upon pretraining and posttr;ining administrations
ﬁesigned to assess training effects, the test-retébt relaibilities should
be ‘tnterpreted as conservative es:ima:esr ) ‘

- . ?
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® . .

Because both pretest and posttest information were available fJfa:n:
*

. analysis, the data were analyzed ir a8 multicraic-multioccasion macrix

® : .
of intercorrelations. Two tables are required as the four scales
employed were not mutually exclusive with respect to items. . Categories

® within classification schemes were mutually exclusive, however, and -

K Table A includes the intercorrelations for the task accomplishment
scale and the interpersonal relationships scale. A multitraic-

o multioccasion matrix is used because it provides two indices &f scale
.reliabilicy (split-half and test-retest) and concurrent and predictive
interscale relationship ail in one cable. It, therefore, provid;s an

‘i overview of a variety of scale characteristics in a single cable.

‘ ‘nm‘_tx,m“ﬂ,“l--~u-~-—~«-—*~m~“4*—~ﬁ~—-——-—vﬂ* i -
T Table A W’
Multitrait-Muleioccasion Intercorrelations ¢ k .
‘i of Task Accomplishment and Interpersonal Relationships ’ )
. PSOQ Scales? e
Pre Post
- Task Interpersonal Task <« | Interpersonal
Accooplishment | Relationships | Accomplishment | Relationships
o Task .?Jb
Accomplishment ‘
Pre = ’
v Interpersonal folss .37P : .
Relationships
@ Task .6° .40 - v,
Accomplishment > .
" | Post .
Interpersonal .34 .44% .54 -
Relationships '
: ANeg7. .
L 3 Beorrected split half Feliabilitias.
. CTest-rBtest reliabilities. - . '
153
The italicized correlations are reliability coefficients. Those
@ rellability coefficients in the pretest portion of the matrix are splic-

half reliabilities with corrections made accérding to the Spearmen
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Browﬁ-Prophec? formula. Similar reliﬁbilities were not calculated for
the postteat a&ministration. Test-retest reliabil{ties afaiplaced in -

the cross occasion (i.e., pre-post) portion of the mactrix. The cask ®

-~

accomplishment scale was more.reliable than the interpersonal relation-
ships scale indicating thac it may have greater potential value for
-evhluation purposes. ﬁithin occasion the interpersonal relationships . !'
scale correlated less with itself“(i.e., splic-half reliabilicy) cthan

ic did wich the task aécomplishment scale. To have much confidence 1in
a scale the relisbilities should be'higher than inteéscale correlations.
'Therefo;e, furcher §oubt is cast on the value of the interpersonal

relationships scale.

-

The pretraining and .posttraiuing interscale and within-occasion

.

* correlations yere very nearly identical. Task accoﬁplishment correlated

Gl

.55 for the pretrain{hg dﬁia with interpersonal relationships and .54 |
for the posttraining data. This pair of concurrent interscale correlacions a

;inQ;hate a forﬂ ;f stabilicy in cthe relationships between the scales. ‘As

¥ “ 4

expeéied, these interacale and within-occasion correlations were higher

o P ! .
than the interscale and between-occasion correlations which were .34

and .40, . ' -
Table B includes the.intércorrelaticns'for the classroom situations
"and nonclassroom siltuations scales. fhe classroom situations scale
possessed greater reliability than thé nonclassroom situations scale.
While the rel}ag}lity of the nogclaésrqom situétiods scale was higﬁer
than this scale’:; intercorrelation wiol:h-!:he( classroom s,il:ual:ion_s scaley, ' @
the geliabiliti;;\ﬁE:aﬂnot high in absolute terms.

& - ) .
' . *

L s
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Table B

Multicraic-Mulcioccasion Intercorrelations
of Classroom Situation and Nonclassroom

Situation PSOQ Scales?

Pre Aost
Task Interpsrsonal Task Intsrperaonal
Acconplishment | Relationships Acconp}ishment Rplntionshipc
Task 600 32
Accompliahment .
Pre
intsrpsrsonal 32 .38b
Relscionships
Task .61° .21 .-
Accompliahment .
Post o
Interpersonal .18 .44 i -
Relaticonships
aN"s? )

. bCorrected split half raliabilities,
v “Test-Tetest Teliabilities,

L

[

Interscale and within-occasion correlations were nearly identical

classroom situations correlated with nonclagsstcom situations ,32 for

the pretraining and .34. for the posttraiping data. Again, these

intercPrrelacions were higher than the interscale and becween—~occasion

intercorrelactions which were .18 and ., 21.

"

L3

29

.
-

Y
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Appendix D:
% .
. . ) DESCRIPTIONS AND PSYCHOMETRIC DATA '
¢ . . FOR CLIMATE SCALES USED IN THE
. . o . . EVALUATION OF RESEARCY UTILIZING -
‘ : PROBLEM SOLVING, INTERPLASONAL 3
INFLUENCE AND GROUP PROCESS SKILLS
® .
L
. )
. .
.
® ’ ¢
L
®
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- - : ) _l
v. ro- ‘ ~ . 3 \
/ . INTRODUCTiON . }
® . . + Outcone evaluations of three of the instructio.na].. systems developed
S . by the Improving‘Teachi;lg Compel:f.;ncies Program tITCP) have involved the
. - use of various measures of classroom climate. This.appendix presents
@ . the souties of those measu.res, a~brief summary and e'-laluatién of the

psychometric data aviilable_on the instruments and & summary. of

pSychometric data obtained from the Northﬁ.est Regional.Educatiqnal

® ’ ,'Laboratory (NWREL) evaluation studiu.

' The insctructional systems being evaluated throush the classtoom

: . climate me;sures included Research Utilising Problem Solving (RUPS),

@ . Interpe?sdnal Irzﬂuence (INF}, and Group Process Skzus (GPS), which 1s

part of the instructional system Preparing Educational Tmt,mng

Consultants I (PETC-I). While these instructional systeus are independent,
® ‘ they all foﬁusl'heavilly uﬁoq 1nterpersdﬁal skills and processes. That is,

much of the training is Elesigned to focus explicic attention on-,iné'eg-
’ . k! .. - ¢ o '
’ personal.processes and to heighten awal.:'eness of certain aspects of

e interpersonal rélationshipa. All three systems are degigned to be

appropriate for clagsroom teachers and are intended to have Iso_me effects

e

" on their behavior.
. '. L

The climate measures used in evaluating these instructional systems
A .ty .
included scales selected from four instruments, the Student Activities -

Questionnaire, My Class Inventory, Student Attitude and Activity Survey,

.. o ‘ and the Student Behavioral Description Questionnaire.
Structure of the Appendix®
+ * [N
® . This appendix has been divided into twoc sections. The first

section includes a descripl.‘:ion of the climate scales and a brief $ummary

131
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- | | ‘
and evaluation of the published psychometric data available on the

- {nstruments. The second Secfion_includes reliabilit}-dgga in the form

of intraclass correlations and test-retest reliaﬁilities as well as

scale 1ntercorfe1§tions computed from data collected in the ITCP

evaluatt&n gtudies., - . -

’

£ " -
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DESCRIPTIONS OF SCALES AND PUBLISHED PSYCHOMETRIC INFORMATION

-t

Student Activities Questionnaire

PR |

. The Studeat Activities Questioﬁnaire was constructed' for the

evaluation of an ESEA Title III project, Project IMPLODE, yhich was hypo-
o _thesized tooimpact upon classroom climate. It was designeﬁ to emphagize
‘ Fhe impact of the classroom process rather than its input tbothe educa-
‘tional'sxgtem. That 18, to dékerminé the traits or abilities of the

students., A description of the item gé?eration and'piloting procedures

_.1s presented in "The Measurement of Academic Climate in Elementary
{ .. .
Schools" (Ellison, Callner, Fox and Taylor, 1973). The questionnaire

'~qontains,sixty multiple~choice items and .eight scales. Five of the
C c s . " > ’

eight scales have been used ‘for the ITCP evaluation work. One scale og
the Student Activities Questionn;iré was dropped begaqge it yas designed
+as an implemengation measure'fortProject IMPﬂODE. Hence, it was not
expected to be relevant to RUPS, INF or GPS training. fwo additional
scales (Career Development and Independent Development)vwere judged to

oot be of low relevance to the instruc:ional systems developed by the ITCP.
I " ; 3

" The scales which were used included:

v

. Enjoyment of School: A measure of students’ enjoyment of class
activities and school work

¢

Reinforcement of Self~Concept: A measure of- the‘imo;nt of positive
feedback received by students, either, through personal contact or
' structured class activities

] B . i
Clagssroom Participation: .“A measure of student ?articipation in

class activities—-frequency of class discussions, number of students
who typically participate and opportunities for participation

Democratic Clagsroom Control: A measure.of the amount of student
. input into classroom decision waking, planning of -individual
activities and enforcement of rules '

L]

Individdalization of Instruction: A measure of the extent that

I o students perceive their teachers as sensitive to their own -

individual needs, progress and goals

L
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* consists of scale intetcottelaticns, inttaclass cottelation coefficients

. fot each item and additional construct validity evidence in the form. of

e - - —— B

Published psychometric dacta for the Studént‘ﬁctivities‘Questiognaite-

:rea:men: and compatison group diffetences. .
- Wich a sample of 454 fifth and sixch gtade students, scale inter<
correlations of all 8 of the SAQ scales ranged from .14 to a .49, except
fot the mulciple ctalent t;aching and career development scales which
contained some common items. (These two scales were not selected for
the evaluation of lTCP systems.) - Of the five scales selected for use,
the interscale correlations ranged from :l& to .4é. The mean interscale.
correlation for the five selected scales was .26 as opposeabto the eean
intetscale correlation of .35 for the full set of 8 scales on che Stu-
dent Activicies Questioncaite. This indicated greater scele-independ-:
ence among the five scales used chan among all eight of the scales., In
‘other words,}the mo¥e redundant scales were not’'used, .
Item reliabilicy information in the form of intraclass correlation

»

coefficiente is available on all of che questionnaire items. Of the ~
incraclass cottelations, 33 were significant at the .01 level, 8 were
significant act the .05 lével, and 18 were nonsignificant. Of the 5
.scales selected, 15 inttaclass Rs were significant at the .0l level, 5
were significaqt at the :05 level, and 9‘wete nonsignificanc. The items

selected appeared to be neither .more nor less reliable than the complete

set of 60 Student Activicties Questionnaire icems.

¥

Addicional construct validity evidence available for the Sctudent

Activicies Qﬁestionﬁaite is chat mean comparisons between the experi-

¢ -, .

mental and conttol schools in the Project IMPLODE evaluation "resulted
in significant differences in the expected ditection in all scales
_except individualizacion of instruction. ‘

‘134 o0 \
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Student Acttitude and Activi;y Survey (SAAS)
The SAAS was developed as a part of a Ucah ESEA, Ticle ;II P;ojeét,
’ the Ucah System Approach to Individualized learning (U-SAIL) (N.elsonf'
1973). It was.developed to assess outcomes of an affective nature as v
} well ;s student perceptions of certaln process considerations. Many of
¢ . the scales of the SAAS were deveioped I:o- c;ngeptualiy parallel the v
concepts mea;ureq wicth che Scudent Activities Questionnair?. There are
° two forms of the SAAS, a frimary Form ’approprial:e for Grad_es 2 through 4,
and an Intermediate Form intended—for uae wiIth Grades 5 an 6. There are
17 séalea included in :hebsagsu Many{of them, however, were developed:as
‘. measures of implementation for the U-SAIL project and were not appropriate. -

—— e

for evaluation of the three instructional systems.

The scales which were used include general climate, reinforcement

of self-concept, general school sentiﬁeht, use of process approach, and

@ , -

participation in individ&alized learning strategies. All of theswe scales
T . . . 1

-

came from the Intermediate Form of the SAAS.

_Published reliability information on the SAAS {s limited to

o .

’ communalicies obtained in a factor "analysis bf_tpe SAAS variables. The .
reported communalities range from .71 through .77. Thére was, however,

® no reported rellabilicy estimate for the use of process approach
variable. a -
My Class Inventory (MGI) -

@ . -

The NCI was developed to conceptually parallel the Learning

Envirgnment Inventory‘jor elementary level school children, The com-
pletéjMCI includes 45 jtems in 5 scales: satisfaction, friction,
o - - :

competitiveness, diffiﬁulty and cohesiveness. ,(The difficulcy gcale

is not being used in the ITCP evaluation work.) The scale reliabilities

- 126 12




of the MCI ranged fromll54 througﬁ .77+ based upéﬁ an analys%; of data
fro; a sample of 655 subjects. There was no validicy information reported
in{’_g:he manual for the MCI (Anderson, 1973), for it was still in de‘velop- S @

ment at the cime it was selected for use in the evaluation of the ITCP

% - - ’ <

training systems. . . ':

LY

Student Fehavior Descrip:ion Questionnaire (SBDQ)

S ' The SBDQ was developed to assess the interpersonal needs of high

o school and junior high school students (Croft, 1966). -Alchough the

complecé=33ﬁﬁ‘:aps interpersonal variables In terms -of rélationships— -
“with parents, friends and teachers, ohl§ the three scales measuring
relationship with teacher factors were used in the evaiuation of the

:hrée instructicnal systems of tye ITCP. Student'perceptions of rela-
tionships wicth parents and friends are not likefy linked to the training- ’

e BN
: ;0

 offered in RUPS, GPS or INF.

The SBDQ wag developed primarily through factor analytic techniques.

L]

Thus, the scales are Yelatively homogenous and indepen&ent.

-
-

e
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PSYCHOMETRIC INFORMATION AVAILABLE FROM IMPROVING TEACHING
COMPETENCIES PRQ’GRAI_‘!"EVALI‘IA‘I’ION STUDIES .

A

Design Essentials

3
- .

Psychometric evaluations coniucted with data actually uged in a
evaluation study are potesrtlally more yseful than published ;syoﬁomatriq
information in analyzing technical limitations of the ingtruhnntﬁ as

x

used. 'Data from the 18 climate scales collected in the evaluationa of

-RUPS, INF and GPS were used for further psychometric evaluations.

The psychomet}tc inforﬁition presented in‘Tagle A includes sca%é
reliabilities, intraclass correlations (Haggard, 1958) and test~retest

reliabilicies as well as scale intercorrelations. Since the evaluation

wF

designs for these studies included pretraining and posttraining
administrations of the climate scales, there are two intraclass €.

correlations for each climate scale éq well as a test—-retest reliability

for eaqh.climate scale. ’

.

Data collected for thése éhalyses-came from fourth, fifth, and
gixth g;adelstudgnts in the classrooms of teachers ;;;igned to one of -
three training groups (RUPS, INF and GPS) or a control group. Specific
recruitment and sampling proéedarqs are described earlier iﬁ this
report an‘d in the Interpersonal Inﬂice;;oe Pield Test Impact Study and
Expert Reviéw (Biscox, Cutting andeeorge, 1976). R;aders interpre?ins
Table A of ?ﬁtercorrelations and reliabilities should be ;waré of threa
cau}ions: . | ‘

1. TFew teachers wera randomly assigned to the four groups.
However, recruitment proce&ures were quite sinilar. Thus, tha'
nonraédom assignment of teachers to groups 1s not expected.to

s have a major iripact on the réliapilities and scale

intercorrelations for the combined samples.

. 1:253 iﬁ?
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2. The sample Qizes, in terms of teachers or classrooms, for these

7 .
reliabilities and gcale Intercorrelations differ from scale to

scalé_for two reasons:
a. . While students in the classrooms of teachers in the; INF,

. GPS and con;gql gfoups responded to all of the clﬁigfe
scales treated in Ta.ble B, .I:he students in the classrooms
of teachers in the RUPS group.responded to ‘only five of the
eighteen scales. (The five s;ales are marked with an (a)

. in the.:able.) As a result the number of claaﬁiooms

> assoclated with pret:st scores for the five scales marked

with an (a) 1a 84, while the ﬁﬁmber of classrooms associated
with the other pretest scores is 55. The number of clasa-
rooms aeésocilated with postiest scores for the scales with

an (a) 1s 73 and the ;umberfaf classrooms associated with

-

the other posttest scores 18 44. Sample gizes for pretest

L

na

and posttest.data are included in Table B.
b. -The original total sample size fq£ theae combined studies
.. iﬁyolved 107 teachefs.ratheq,than the p{‘teacﬁers for whom
. preteat data were available, There was 21 percent Piasing
: - or unusable data for ;ﬁe pretest scores and 32~perégnt
missing or unusable data for posttest scures. The specific

impact of these missing data ia aot knowm.

- a

« 3. The climate inventories were administered differently in the

studies. All of the students in the classrooms of RUFS-trained

teachers responded to the five scales from the SAQ. However,
5—:\. - " n .
since data from 18 scales rather than just 5 scales were needed

-
.

for the classrooms of the INF, GPS and control groups, different

¥ ’ ) s
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Tabl

e B

Number of Classrooms and Students for Whom
Climate Data Were Analyzed on RUFS, INF,

GPS and Control Groups

Pre > Post N
Number of | Number of | Number of | Number 6f
Scale Classrooms Stud?ncs Classrooms Students
Satisfaction : 52 721 44 494
Friccion 52 721 44 494
Competitiveness ' 52 721 44, - 494
Cohesiveness | s2 | 44 494
Enjoyment of School S 52y 721 44 494,
Reinforcement of 84 1499 73 1213
Self-Concept? :
Classroom Participacion® ‘84 1499 73 -4— 1213
Democratic Classroom 84 1499 73 1213
Control? K g
‘Individualizacion - - 84 1499 73 1213
of Instruction® '
‘$AQ Total? . 84 1499 73. 1213
Climate 52 697 A 509
Reinforcement of 52 697 44 509
Self-Concept
General School ) 52 697 44 . 509
Sentiment
Process Approach 52 697 44 - 509
Individualized 52 . 697 44 509
Approach . )
Teacher Consideracion. 52 697 44 509
| Teacher Thrust 52 697 44 . 509
‘Teacher Domination 52 697 44 509

3The RUPS sample responded only to these five scales. - All ﬁcher sampieé'
responded to all scales given in thig table.
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administration procedures were required for.thosévthree groups.
The ié climatg scales wére divided into tw& questionnaires,
Forms A and B. The students in each of the classrooms of the
P IWF& éFB and control group te;;hers were then randomly assigned
to two groups. ‘Students in one of these groups (for each .
claasroom) responded to Form A aﬁa students in the other group

responded to Form B. Therefore, cl;qaroom means for the RUPS

i .
teachers are based upon all students in each class. Classroom

means for INF, GPS and the control teachers are based upﬁn a

.

‘random half of the students in each classroom.- One of the

results of this procedure ig that the intraclagss reliabilities

for the scales not used in the RUPS study are slightly lower

v’) than they would have been if all students in all groups had

£ responded to all scales.

Interpretation of Table A (Reliabilities)

The interpretation of Table Als limit;d here to an examination of
the reliabilitigs presente&. The intraclass correlations for each‘;cale\
are presented along the major (larger) diagonal in Table A.. The intra-
clasa correlation is a measure of reliability based upon the ratio of
between class ;ariance miﬁus within cla;s variancé to betw@én class

variance. The greater the agreement among students in the same classroom,

31?fn consistent differences between claasrooms, the greater the . .intra-

.
¥

" elass correlation. The intraclass correlation, then, 1s a measure of

relative agreement within_nredefined groups. It can be interpreted as

L

any reliability coefficient where true ;core 18 defined as differences °
; ,

- in classroom means and error is defined as within class variance. Since

[
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y
:ﬂe intraclass correlation i based upon one test administration,.:hére
ar;‘two incraclase correla;ionq for each wecale, Sne for the ﬁretelt aﬁd
one for Ehe posttest, i

Te%t—reéel: reliabilicies, in the minor (smaller)‘diagogal, were °
baged upon a pretraining and poét:rainiqg adminiltéation of the climate

scales. They must be viewed chen as conservative estimatés of stability..

My Class Inven;ory (MCI). Pretest intraclaes correlations for the

HCI‘gcaisl fhuged from .29 (p < .033) for éompetitivenesu to .58 (p-< .001)

[N

Tor coheliveneaq.
Posééegt 1ﬁtraclals correlations ranged.from 17 (p < .180) for
cohes;veﬁess':o .64 (p < .001) for satisfaction. The most consistently
reliable sgcale from“the MCI was the satisfaction scale with intraclass
correlations ofHLS%;(p < .qpl) and .64 (p < .001). Test-retest
reliabfiftias'fof the MCI scales were quite‘low,\ragging from -.03 co '.25.

Student Activities Questionnaire. Pretegt incraclass correlations

for this questionnaire ranged f;om .08 (p < .317) for enjoyment of school
to .7% (p < .001) for &emocratig,claaquom control. Poltteét intraclase
correla&ions'ranged from .25 (p < :078) for enjoyment of school to .72

(p < .001) for democratic classroom control. Recall that che enjoyment
of school intraclaes reliabiliciee are based upon fewer clasercoms and
fewer students pér classroom than for the reet of the scales. Testc-
reteeot reliabilicies ra;ged from .07 for enjoyment of school to .59 for
classroom participatién. Clearly the enjoyment of schocl scale 1s much
less reliablelthan the rest of the scales. The two most reiilable scales
from cthis questiomnaire were classroom participation and democratie

-

classroom control.

Student Accicude and Acciviecy Survey (SAAS). Pretest inctraclass

correlations from the SAAS ranged from .42 (p < :002) for both climate

. 143
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" ’ =t
- . - Bl

and process approach to .71 (p.< H01) for individualized approach.
Posttest 1nt¥ac1ass correlations ranged‘from .41 (é < .094)5f6r process
ap#roach to .64 (p < .001) for ‘reinforcement of self-concept and i @
iﬁdividualizgd approach. Tegt-rgcegé refiabilities ranged from 548 for .
process approach to .74 for climate. Test-retest reliabilities for the -

BAAS scalés were _mt;ch higher ti'tan those for the MCE scales while théy o .

were based upon approximately the same number of students and clﬁssrooma.'

One design difference which may have peen a factor, however, wag that

the MCI was part of Form™A and the SAAS was part of Form B. Thus, . '

different students were the respondents for these two sets of scales.

Student Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ). Pretest intra-
7
class correlations for the SBDQ ranged from .53 (p < .001) for teacher : P
.o . > >
domination to .74 (p < .001) for teacher consideration. Posttest

intraclass correlations ranged from .43 (p < .003) for-teacher domination

to .69 (p < .001) for teacher consideration. Test-retest reliabilities
4

fanged from .48 for teacher thrust to .65 for teacher consideration.
Ty

Test-retest reliabilities for the éBDQ scales were similar to those for
the SAAS and much higher than those for the MCI. Again design differences,
specifically inclusion of the SBDQ and SAAS in Form B and the MCI in

Form ‘A, may account for the similarities and differences.

L]
-

4
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Appendix E:

UNCORRELATED t-VALUES FOR RESEARCH
UTILIZING PROBLEM SOLVING
POSTTRAINING AND FOLLOWUP
QUESTIONNAIRES .
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t~-Values for RUFS Post:raining and Fc;llowp Questionnaires®

Posttraining ?dllovup

Topic | variosples | X sD X 'SD- | t-Value | df | p-Value
satisfaction 2-32 | 4.24 .89 | 3.68 1.03]_-2.06 | 727 .05
333 346 va0 | a2 -.o3 ) o2 |72 | .26
5-34 3.68 ) .88 | 110 -70 {72 "3
26-40 “| 2.19 3] 2.5 .84 1.7 | N .27
TR 29.52 [ 2005 113 | 295 .87 | 29 || .m
L 3043 2,03 126 | 227 19 86172 | .28

Use and 8-35 | 3.83 88 343 112 ] <171 (N .21 -

Application .

v 936 | 3.95 .88 | 3.46 120} -2.20 [72 ) o4

© 10-37 | 3.49 .80 | 3577 107 36 |1z | .o ‘
11-38 3.35 .« .82 1 3.19 .94 -78 | 72 .29

“'I'.'he scale for items 26, 29 and 30 (40, 42 and 43) is reversed.

-
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@ ..
-  Queation 31: Now that you have been away from the workehop for aome
time, have you chcmged your opinion of how useful it was?
@ < . No : - B - “ ., ] .
‘o ’ )
No Y
®. No, I feel same, -
' . No
. s . ‘ . - ;T
i Yes. I got tired of coming here. But time has shown that I
._ really use many of the techniques. .
, . ' Mo "I still feel the RUPS process 1s not applicable on a day to .
o day ‘problem; but because of all the steps of RUPS would be only °
N - useful for major problems and one which you have a great amount
. of time to work wich.
® ) No ' - ‘
- No & - £
& Yes, I feel negative! I think much could be consolidated and the
use of manipulation could be incorporated. I've-been to a
@ . .' communications workshop which presented many of the same ideas,
' _but we got into different groups, had objecl:s to work with (a
0 . physical problem to work on). It made :Lt more incteresting and
. more bearable.
i a » No, ‘I-always felt that the worksl{op was useful, but I think I '
@ could have had a lictle more guidance through wricing out my
* _ force field and force field analysis~~for some incorrect forces
; - that might have been stated in my force field and analysis.
Not ©
® Yes. In use it .was ofl:en too cumbersome and time consming
Some portions clearly emerged as being more useful than others.
L - . o
No S .
'. No; 1it's quitce useful .*
' No, I've felt from the beginning it would be useful and it was.
, . No .
® No
No, when I had a successful small RUPS class project, 1t made me
feel better. Also I can see how I could. introduce a RUPS project
agadin to my faculey. .
‘ 133
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Same feelings.

Yeg, I thought. I would iBEEEELEhg concepts presented and not put

134

them fnto practice, but I haven't. Good.
After the weekend sessions I eXperienced much enthusiasm about
implementing my newly gained sgkills.

[

No ' -

No

%

o

.No. I feel I've learned much, even though I mighf not go through

the full process recommended by the course.
)

It was useful.

No. I find it has made me more aware of classroom problems, the
feasibility of discussing it with my class and coworkers. I find
then I'm not alone on a particular problem.

"No, but it is more time consuming than I had anticipated.

-

No

i
-

No. Personally, I'll use parts of RUPS process, not the whole
thing. -
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PREFACE

This 'publication is one of a series of summary_e§a1uation reports-
issued‘Py the Northwest Regioﬁal Educational Laboratory to document
evaluation findings for selected products. The subject of this report
is Research q&ilizing Problem.Sblving (RUPS}, an instructional system
developed in the Improving Teaching Competencies Prog‘ram. /

This report summarizes the :gchniéal fgport ﬁesearch Utilizing.
Problem Solving: Outcome Evaluation‘Report which presents the data
collected’about the impact of the system on the classrooms of teachers
tl.:ained in two RUPS workshops. The informatfon 18 intended to provide
evit;en;:e related to the impact of RUPS training on students. Althoygh
I:l;is information is primarily summative iri nature, it should also help
those who may be considering modifying the systemto increase the
likelihood of achieving impact on students.

An institutional techmical review has been conducted by Laboratory

specialists external to the Program. Qualified evaluation consultants

) ;
external to the Laboratory have alsoc reviewed this report.

A, DTt

- ‘Lawrence D. Fish
’ Executive Director

4
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INTRODUCTION s

e JRE—— e e ————— e ————

The purpose of this report is to summarize the Researoh Utilizing
f’ .
Problem Solving: Outcome Evaluation Report! prepared by the Improving

Teaching Competencies Program (rrc’f) of the Norcthwest Kegional

e Educational Laboratory (NWREL). ) The full report :anludgs ev.alual:ive
data on trainee attitdﬁes :ouard.the Research Utilizing Ppoblem Solv?ﬁg ' N
(RUES} instructionfl system, trainee attitpdes_:oua:d Ehemselvgs,
®. . trainee behavior and classroom impact.” The rea;:ler 1s referred to the
full nechniqal repoft for specific design detai}s réia:ed to the - ‘: LI
sampling, instrumenl_:al:ion and daca aﬁalysis procedures used in the study. . ‘
® .

. .The RUPS instructions) system, composed of ‘16 cumulative and
sequenl:i.al-l:raininé units, was desigﬁe&’a to :_chreasg l:.he skillas of

educators in systematically carfying out a 5—3!:e1:f m;l:hod of p);'oblem
solving: (a) idenFify the problem, (b) diagnose "the problem situation,

(c) consider alternative actions, (d) try out a plan of action and

(e) adapt the plan. ." : ' . ‘
. Participants are guided l:hrouéh a sequence of unil:s‘, eath consistiﬁg

of a series of concept papers, group discussions and exercises. The

materials were designed to develop participant knowledge and parl:i.c.ipantl: ;

g abilil:;lr to use the RIS process in idenl::ifying and diagnosing classroom-,
.school- and peer-related pro‘b]..ema. ’ ‘ ‘. o R
! The :_Lnstrucl:ional“stral:egy of the RUPS system is based on a pal:l:'erti
¢ of repeated diagnosis carried out in small training groups of l:‘\hree or
slx persons. The knowlédge gained through this process lprc;vides I:F:M =
® P

1Murray, Stephen L., Rachel L. Rassen and Stuarct M. Speedie. Rasearch

Utilizing Problem Solving: Outcome Evaluation Report. Portland,
Oregon: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,.1976, 154 pp.

G - 1l
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basis for selecting and desigqiug gction plans to sclve the identified

"

problems. A simulation exercise provides opportunities for participsnts

to practice skills in training groups and to learn to observe snd

oo

improve their teamwork behaviors in s workshop setting.

The instructionsl system was designed for mass di;tribution and ia
available in both classaroom and administrator versions. Materials
include a le;der’s guide, participant materials; sn sudiotape recording

and a test. The instructional stretegy calls for one 27%~hour workshop

- [
and two 3-hour followup sessions held 6 to 12 weeks after training.

A limited Educational Resources Iﬁfo:magion‘Cen:er sesrch was
conducted in order to identify problem-solving .crsining pack;ges and
ins}ruc:ional systems that offered al:ernag}#es to RUR?. Thig limited
search did not identify sny alternative to‘thg RUBS instructional system

in the forum of a complete snd comprehensive prepackaged trsining program

'tha: emphasized both problem sclving and group dynamics.




AP

|
TEST SITE AND SAMPLE- CHARACTERISTICS

|
1

-~

I3

@ + Two test sites in the Pacific Northwest were used for the outcome

/ - evaluation of RUPS. All fourth-, fifth- and sixth-grade teachers at

. two test areas were invited to parl:icipal:e’ in thq'RUPS workshop. These

-.. : teachers were offered free materials, training and paid tuicion for 3 |
l.aour's of graduate credi{: in return for their éoopeﬁrél:ion in providing
. necessary evaluation information. . ) 3

It was originally anticipated that one major workshop site (Tacoma,
Washington) wpul& be used for the RUPS impact study. Recruitment was
inil:ial:‘ed in the Tacoma school districe a'nd in several school discrices
south of Tacoma. Because of a teacher strike, the Tacoma school.
district decided to withdraw from participation in the study and thus
only teachers from the school districts south of Tacoma were still
avaiiable. As a result of this situation, not enough teachers were
lef; to complete the evaluation. Therefore, additional teachers were

recruited from a secopd major site in Seattle, Washington. Arrangements

were made to conduct workshops ag_‘poth sites, In Tacoma, a workshop

was conducted for 17 participants and :anB}’ellevue, Washington, a second
: workshop was conducted for 21_p§rt1cipa;|ts. . . .

d The original evaluation design called for a c_omparison group

composed of teachers randomly selecéed f_rom those teachers who volunteered

. for RUPS tralning. However, the physical distance bel.:ween the I:WO\ work-

¢ ‘shop sites and the relatively small number of parl:icipam;s at each sil:e .
precluded the use of such a group. An ITCP evlalual:im:l study involving'
two ol:hef experimental-groups and a control group was scheduled for the
Seattle area two weeks before the RUPS workshop. The two experimental

groups were to receive training in two other instructional systems

.. : | 147 3
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-'developed by the ITCP: Interpersonal Influence (INF) and GrouP Process
Skills (GPS}. The third group was a nontreatment control group Scheduled

to receive INF training the following epring.

w

Since recruitment! procedures for 'the GPS, INF and control groups
were essentially the same as those for the RUES group® (participants for

the GPS, INF and control groups were recruited from alllfourth-, ;ifth-

-t

and sixth-grade teachers in the Seattle area), it was decided that the

-

24 teachers who were members of the nontreetment control group could

also serve as the comparison group for the RUPS evaluation.
Analysis of a baokgroﬁnd questionnaire revealed that theIRUPB group,

and the nontreatment control group were eimilar in terms of proportion

/7
of males to Eemeles ages, years of teaching experience and reasons for

- .

atLending the workshop. However, a somewhat higher proporrion of non-

treatment oontrol group membérs had obtained a master's degree and had
4 -’

attended two or more previous NWREL workshops. The specific effects of,

‘these pretraining group differences on the outcome measures used are

-unknown.
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" and structure of the training. Participant responses to specific

3

TRAINEE ATTITUDES TOWARD THE SYSTEM“hE

.
bl
.

Participaﬁts reported high levels of satisfaction with the content

questions related to content and structure in the posttraining question-
naire ranged from 57 to 87 percent positive. Of the participants, 73
petcent aumqsd up their experience in the RUPS wogkshqp as positive;

the same proportion indicated they would recommend RUPS to friends with
similar interests. 1t should be moted, however, that ratings of the

workshop were slightly lower when participants‘were asked’ to make
judgments on the basié-of_pérsonal criteria, such as the degfee to
which the workshop addressed igsues they thougﬁt were vital or the
degree to which the workshop was'succéssfulfin meeting personal
expéEtations. _Some of the questiona on the followup questionnaire,
which was administered 3 months after training, were identical to
questions asked in the postt;aining questionnaire; it was, therefore,

Vi

possible to compare responses to these questions through means of

uncorrelated t-tests. The results indicated that positive opiniou; on
the content, structure and .satisfaction wiéh the workshop did not !
change over a 3-month period. Moreover, the tendency of participants

to respend less po;}tively when judging" the workshop on‘peraonal criteria -
did not change. Negativé changes did occur ¢on two items: participant
£atings of the success of theworkshop in offering new insights and the
number of participants summing up their ‘workshop experiencé_as positive.

Participants were questioned about the usefulness of the RUPS ;

training and its applicability te their work. Immediatély after the

workshop, participants tended to view RUPS training’as both useful and

»
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RUPS as useful in work with students, 49 percent saw RUPS as useful in
% .

enthusiasm for the training wag observed and documented at both the .

applicable to their work (57 percent said they were planning to use RUPS

_ag an integral part of ‘thair work).. 0f the participants, 79 percent saw

work with superiors, and 37 percent saw RUPS as usaful in work with other

‘ teachers, The clsssroom version of RUPS was used in the training and

it seems reasonable to conclude that psrticipants found it more useful

in that setting. -~

The identical items on the poatttaining and followup ruaationnairca
that dealt with the usefulness and applicability of the training were
compared through the use of uncd&related t-tests., The results indicated
that trsinees did not change their positive parccptiona of the usefulness

and applicability of RUPS training in relation to work with teachers,

e
superigrs and othera. However, there was a decrease in the perceived

-

success of the workshop in providing information.with ‘practical applica- .

. — ‘
tions for work with students. The reaponses to the other items concerning

-tha ugefulness of the training remained positive over the 3-month perioed.

The few negativc changes that occurred probably reflect a more realistic
understanding of the applicability of RUPS to the school emvironment in

contrast to the general enthusiasm generated by the ucrkahop. However,

»

positive attitudes reflected in both the posttraining and the fclldaup
questionnaires suggest ttat participanta did not receive axccaaiva .
negative feedback in their attempts to employ RUPS techniques. ' ;
Both the observations of: the evaluators who were present at each
workshop site and the results of a weekly log that was filled out by

traineea on a weekly basis were used to aaaeaa the aignificant aide

effccta resulting from use oé the aystem, A high degree of participant




® ‘ |
conclusion of the workshop and at the followup sessions. Additionally,
an examination of the weekly logs showed thav RUPS participants tended .o
® ‘to select for t_l;e_ir improvement projects relat.ively complex problems
‘requiring commitments of at least 30 days for completion. However,

_ becadse there were no comparative data for these log entries, it is )
® not possible to determine whether this effect is indeed due to RUPS )
~ T training or is a reactive effect of the data-gathering instrument.
® ¥ .
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TRAINEE ATTITUDES TOWARD SELF _ ' - \

Correlated t-tests were performed on selected items ‘from the post—

‘pogsitive when assessed immediately after the workshop. and generally did
: : a h

"in RUPS would report an increased probabllity of theilr using problem-

: Queationnaire (PSOQ). There was a statistically significant increase in

train{;g and followup questionnaires to determine whether the trainees’
L

perceptioﬁs of how well they understood the concepts and their ability

— -
e, -

to applx_RUPS'skills changed d?ring the 3-month interval. Responses to
the posttreining questionnaire indicated thet a majority of participants ' .
felt they understood the mateeials but did not feel‘that they could {
app;j the skills immediately after training. Similar regults were

obtaineq on the followup questionnaire qdminisﬁered 3 months later.

The oniy significant change was a pos;tive change in the trainees’

working understanding of “spottin; and analyzing major results of data
collected.” Thus, ﬁhe*data indic;te that t;ainee perceptions of their
working understandipsrqf the workshop materials and concepte were very

5

not change over afbfmonth peiiod. ’ - j

1o

It was hypothesized that, as a result of the training, participant

solving techniques in a variety of situations. This hypothesis was

evaluated through pretraining and posttraining administration of*a

self-report attitude questionnaire called the Problem ,olvihg Orientation

the self-reported probabilities of engaging in taskrrélated cl ésroom

problém solving. ' However, RUPS training apparently éid.not affect

trainee perceptions of their own orientations towarg interpetrsonal

aspects of problem solving or nonclassroom problem/solving /
The effects of RUPS training upon problem—soiving orientation

were also evaluated through a path analysis technique ap711ed te/the
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RUPS group daca- ba;e and the control group data base. Resull:s. of the
analysis failed to support the hypothesis that RUI;S trainees were more
inclined to engage in problem-solving beJt'i“av'ior than controlggroup I 3 ,.
l:eac:hers‘. The only significant path coefficient was for age; l:herefor:,mm o
younger l:eachersl’ saw themselves as more: inclindl.;.d to use prob{em-solving
l:echniq,ues in the classroom. ) ¢ ) ' . s ®

. . o
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TRAINEE BEHAVIOR

Information compiled from the weekly logs was uged to assess *

whether RUPS trainees discussed and used their problem-solving knowledge

and . skills in :heir loéal schoqls.

] & W

engaging in a mean frequency of 18.13 RUPS-like, problem-solving

The RUPS participants reported

activities per week with s:u&ents and 19,36 per week with faculty and

colleagues. Apparently RIPS participants do use problem—solving sWills

in their slassroom work and yich faculty and colisagues. " However, since

-- -no comparative dsta were available for interpreting these resules,

-
-

eicher from other training groups or from RUPS participants before their
training, it cannot be determined_whethsr these data reflect (a) training-
. caused changes iy problem-solving behavior or (b) typical teacher per-
formance. Wﬁen working with students, parficipants had a tendency to
- use snﬁ discuss diagnossically and analytically oriented skills; when
working with faculty and péers, they had a tendency to use skills that

were more orlented towsrd generation of solutions.




CLASSROOM IMPACT . .

Tt was hypothesized that, since RUPS is a workshop in teacher

p;oble; solving for use in classrooms, participation in RUPS would lead
to a chang;-in the classroom problqm-soiving behavi?rs of teachers and
h:hus have an impact on the classroom learniné envi;onment. Although no
direct meésure of teacher behavior was taken in.the study, teacher

attitude toward the application of problem~-solving techniques was

" assessed through the PSOQ. Measures of the learning enviromment were

. \

b;sed upon studen® responseS'Eo four scales:in the School Activities
Questionnaire (SAQ). N
Data gathered from pretraining and posttraining admini;tration of
. the SAQ were used to determine whether a significant change in the
classroom learning enviromment of RUPS paf:iciﬁ%nts had taken place.
Student responses on the SAQ, analxzed thfough ;orrela:eq-t~test8, did
.*not change significantly, except for a negative change on the scale
pertaining to rei;forcemen; of self-concept.
Not only did evaluators exsmine change; in :he'leafhing‘environment
through correlated t-tests, they alsc used a path analysis technique(
in orher to test a model that ;;;umes the learning enviromment is ’
determined by background variab@gs (e.g2., age_of teacher, gex of
:eacher’and class size), training in RUPS and teacher attitude toward
| the applicgglon of problem-solving techniques. The background va;iables
in this model were qged strictly for control purpésest and therefore
their relationship; to the learning eavironment do not hgve much

evaluative utility. However, the effect of RUPS training on the learning

environment has direct evaluative utility and the impact of teacher
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atticude on application of problem~-sclving techniques had indirect

evaluative utilicy. 1In cthe. latter cagse the assumption is that ceacher

™

atticude toward application is an expected- outcome of training, and, to

v

the degree that it 1s related to the learning environment, it is of

3

-

indirect ;valuative utilicy: 1If training does have an impact on teacher
attitude and the learning enviromment and if ceacher attiQude is related
to the learning eﬁviron;enc, the analysi? of teacher attitude in cerms )
of its indirect evaluative utility 1s straightforward. When training
does not have an impact on :eachér attitude or the learning environment,
even though teacher attitude relates to the learning eﬁvironment, the
evaluative utllicy of findings are more diﬁficult to analyze. 1In chﬁg
case, although it canno:'be sald cthat training was éféective, it can-bé
sald chat reiationships among Fhe outcome variables do partially confi&m
the model used to evaluate the craihiﬁg:

4

The data failed to support the hypothesis that training affected

&

4

either teacher attitude, as measured by the PSOQ, or the Elassroom
leafhing environment, as measured‘by the SAQ. Since significant path
coefficients linking teacher attitude 'to the learning enviromment (as
measured by three SAQ scales) were produced, some support was found for
Ehe hYPdthESi; thaé teacher orientation toward problgm solving 1is )
" related to siudegt pércepéion of the classroom learning environmeqt.

¥ o

The three scales used were: classroom pérticipa:ion, indfvidualizétion

&

of instruction and democratic classroom control. (The low reliabiliey— - - -

of the fourth SAQ gcale precluded 1its use‘in this analysis.)
In the data collected for this study, there is no evidence of°
behavioral changes that have an impact on secondary ‘audiences which. may

be_attributed to RUPS training. -Although the participants did- see
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themselves as using and discussing their problem-solving skills with
gtudents and peers and did express a high degree of satisfaction with

the training, there is no evidence to support the conclusion that their

postworkshop behavior was different from their preworyshop behavior or °

the co;lclusion that, if their behavIor was indeed different, it had a

measurable impact on the secondary audiences in terms of the aspects

&

of learning that were measured in this sctudy.

+
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